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FEMA’S FISCAL YEAR 2011 PRIORITIES AND 
BEYOND: ALIGNING BUDGET, MISSION, AND 
VISION 

Tuesday, April 27, 2010 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS, 
PREPAREDNESS, AND RESPONSE, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:04 p.m., in Room 

311, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Laura Richardson [Chair-
woman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Richardson, Thompson, Cuellar, Pas-
crell, Cleaver, Titus, Rogers, Olson, and Cao. 

Ms. RICHARDSON [presiding]. The Subcommittee on Emergency 
Communications, Preparedness, and Response will come to order. 

The subcommittee is meeting today to receive testimony on 
‘‘FEMA’s 2011 Priorities and Beyond: Aligning the Budget, Mission, 
and Vision.’’ I will now recognize myself for an opening statement. 

I would urge both myself and all my colleagues—my under-
standing from staff, we might have votes coming up somewhere 
around the 3 o’clock hour, so if we can try and get through as much 
as possible, I think Mr. Fugate would appreciate that, as well. 

Good afternoon. I want to welcome our witness to today’s hear-
ing, the Honorable Craig Fugate, administrator of FEMA. I would 
like to thank the administrator for working with us to reschedule 
this hearing in light of some of the weather and other issues that 
we had here in Washington. You were very kind to work with us 
and to come and discuss the budget request before us today for 
FEMA. 

My colleagues and I on this subcommittee look forward to work-
ing with you. 

Before we get started, I would like to take a moment to pass 
along my sincerest condolences to the good people of Mississippi, 
including many in the Chairman’s district, and the neighboring 
States that were impacted by last weekend’s tornado. My thoughts 
and prayers go out to all the families affected by the devastating 
storms, and we will make sure that we get them and you all the 
help that you absolutely need. 

Given the current economic environment, I was pleased to see 
the administration requested $10.5 billion for FEMA in full year 
2011, an increase of $168 million for the full year 2010 enacted 
level. 
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Over the last several months, we have witnessed the destruction 
caused by some of the most powerful earthquakes to hit our neigh-
bors to the south. Not only do these disasters serve as humbling 
reminders of the massive responsibilities that come with your job, 
they require us to ask whether FEMA has the resources to carry 
out its mission here at home today. 

While I am—excuse me—while I am supportive of the overall 
proposed budget increase for FEMA, I do have several concerns. 

First, the budget processes—when you consider about a 4 percent 
reduction for State and local grants, training, and technical assist-
ance, is an issue. In particular, the budget request includes a $200 
million cut to vital firefighter grant programs, much of which I 
have heard many of my colleagues express in our own appropria-
tions meetings here on the Hill. 

Collectively, these two programs are often the last lifeline for fire 
departments struggling to sustain their capabilities in this eco-
nomic downturn. I would like to hear from you why—of all the 
grant programs, especially given your background—that FEMA 
manages, these two programs would be singled out to be cut to 
such a large degree. 

I am also extremely concerned about the proposal to consolidate 
several freestanding grant programs, such as the Citizen Corps, the 
Interoperable Emergency Communications within the State Home-
land Security Grant Program. 

I saw first-hand the devastation in American Samoa after the 
tsunamis last fall, and we must ensure that our citizens are just 
as equally prepared for a serious disaster. Programs like Citizens 
Corps are key to this effort and must remain adequately funded. 

The same holds true for interoperability grants. I believe 
lumping these grants into State Homeland Security Grant Pro-
grams might only dilute the amount of funding for the integration 
of the State and local emergency communication systems. 

I am also troubled by the elimination of the separate funding for 
emergency operation centers. I understand that it is an eligible ex-
pense under the Emergency Management Performance Grants, but, 
again, I am concerned that these centers will lose critical funding 
by being combined. 

The budget is a very good indication of your vision for the upcom-
ing year, Administrator Fugate, but we also know you have taken 
many other steps in your first year to build a stronger FEMA for 
years to come. I was pleased to review your administrator’s intent 
for fiscal years 2012 and 2016. I think it speaks to your back-
ground and you knowing what is really needed in this organization. 

This document outlines critical FEMA priorities, such as commu-
nity resilience and performance metrics, but the overarching prin-
ciple of the administrator’s intent memo is the regional office em-
powerment. I support this overall strategy; however, questions do 
remain about how FEMA intends to provide the regions with the 
resources necessary to fulfill their duties, especially in light of that 
you didn’t request any additional FTEs for this section. 

The subcommittee did not get a lot of answers from FEMA last 
month, so I hope it is something you can address today. 

I also know your vision for FEMA includes a shift away from 
‘‘Government-centric’’ disaster management to a more multi-sector 
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collaborative approach. While there is certainly some strength in 
this strategy, I caution that FEMA must not shy away from its 
leadership role in disaster management. 

For instance, I was very disappointed that FEMA’s role was not 
more clearly defined in the draft National Disaster Recovery 
Framework, and I expect that the final version to emphasize 
FEMA’s leadership capacity. 

As we approach your 1-year anniversary as administrator—and 
I think you should be happy you got through being appointed be-
fore some of the other folks are still waiting—I believe FEMA has 
a long way to go under your leadership, but I am sure you will 
agree that that work is doable that lies ahead. 

The recent $3.9 million contract to Partnership for Temporary 
Housing to build only anywhere between 8 and 15 homes in Amer-
ican Samoa is just one example of the challenges that I expect you 
to address immediately. This contract is not justified in my opinion, 
and there must be accountability, starting from the top. 

I look forward to hearing how you will address this matter and 
my concerns with the budget. Thank you again for being here 
today, and I also want to give a good kudos to our staff, who have 
done an amazing job preparing for this. 

With that, I would now like to recognize the Ranking Member of 
the Subcommittee on Emergency Communications, Preparedness, 
and Response, the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Rogers, for his 
opening statement. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would like to thank the Chairwoman for holding 
the hearing. 

I want to thank Administrator Fugate for his time and being 
here and your preparation. I also want to let you know how much 
we appreciate your flexibility, given the inconvenience of canceling 
last month’s hearing. It was—I know it was not easy for you to re-
arrange things, so I appreciate you doing that. 

A year has passed since Mr. Fugate began as the administrator 
of FEMA. Over the past year, this agency has made good progress 
in strengthening its capabilities and improving its performance. I 
would like to thank Mr. Fugate for his on-going dedication and 
service. 

This hearing provides an opportunity to examine the current and 
future direction of FEMA and to address whether the agency has 
the resources and support it needs to carry out its mission. 

Recently, the administrator expressed his intent to utilize per-
formance and implementation plans to drive the FEMA budgeting 
process in order to ensure that the budget request is in line with 
FEMA’s overarching strategic plan. I look forward to hearing more 
about the administrator’s intent and his vision for achieving the 
agency’s priorities and improving its operations. 

FEMA’s budget request for fiscal year 2011 shows a continued ef-
fort to strengthen preparedness and response and to implement the 
reforms in Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act. I am 
glad to see that the budget includes $62.5 million for the Center 
for Domestic Preparedness, for example, and the additional funds 
for CDP’s facility repairs and capital improvements. Those were 
long overdue, so I appreciate that. 
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That being said, there are some areas of FEMA’s budget, as well 
as some policy decisions being made which raise serious concerns 
with me. For example, the significant cuts to State and local home-
land security grant programs in my view are unjustified. These 
cuts present a major challenge to State and local governments as 
they work toward establishing and maintaining critical security ca-
pabilities, as well as fostering a prepared citizenry. 

This is also the second year in a row that this administration has 
requested a major cut to the assistance to firefighters grant pro-
gram. This cut is just indefensible, particularly when fire depart-
ments are hard-pressed to find the money in this difficult economic 
climate to pay for necessary equipment and training. 

The budget also acknowledges FEMA’s plan to reform the Na-
tional Exercise Program, but it is lacking any detail on what this 
will look like. Exercises are a key proponent to preparedness, and 
so more information is needed on FEMA’s long-term vision and 
commitment to exercises. 

It is essential the FEMA start to produce faster and more useful 
after-action assessments of these exercises and continuously build 
on the lessons learned. We are all mindful of the important mission 
that FEMA is charged with, and we want to ensure the agency is 
allocating resources efficiently and effectively. 

I look forward to the witness’s testimony, and I yield back. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. The Chairwoman now recognizes the Chairman 

of the Committee on Homeland Security, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, Mr. Thompson, for an opening statement. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Chairwoman Richardson, 
for convening such an important hearing this afternoon. Excuse 
me. Let me also thank you for your comments about the good peo-
ple in my State who had significant damage done by a tornado this 
Saturday. 

Mr. Fugate, I appreciate your call. It meant a lot to me. 
But I also thank you for coming today to talk about FEMA’s fis-

cal year 2011 budget priorities and beyond. You bring a wealth of 
on-the-ground emergency management experience to FEMA, which 
is critically important to understanding the needs of first respond-
ers and communities. 

Let me also add that there are many demands on FEMA’s scarce 
resources. Many of these demands can be a matter of life and death 
to Americans who live in every corner of the country. 

On Saturday, as I indicated, I saw firsthand the devastation 
caused by a string of tornadoes. Scores of my constituents will need 
the help of your agency, and I look forward to your leadership. 

I believe this budget request reflects your vast experience, and 
I am pleased to see that FEMA received more than a 2 percent in-
crease in net discretionary spending. With roughly $10.5 billion in 
total budget authority, FEMA should be able to adequately carry 
out its mission. 

I was particularly pleased to see the $23 million request for the 
regional facility construction. I know these funds will help you 
carry out your vision for empowering the regions. However, these 
new facilities will provide little benefit if FEMA does not have 
strong policies in place or adequate staff with the right expertise. 
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Last month, I was dismayed to learn that FEMA still does not 
have a robust 5-year human capital plan. I urge you to complete 
that strategic plan and send it to this committee as soon as pos-
sible. 

Despite the overall increase in FEMA’s budget, I do have serious 
concerns about some of your vital programs. Like the Chairwoman, 
I am concerned about cuts to the firefighter grants and the consoli-
dation of several freestanding grants into the State Homeland Se-
curity Grants Program. 

I am also, as a matter of fact, alarmed by the 14 percent cut in 
the Urban Search and Rescue Program. We saw several examples 
of this team performing heroically in Haiti, and they deserve our 
Nation’s support. 

In addition to this request, the administration is asking $5.1 bil-
lion in supplemental funding to the Disaster Relief Fund. These 
monies will be used to fund previous disasters, including very valu-
able arbitration claims from Hurricane Katrina, and I urge the 
Senate to move quickly to restore these vital funds. As the com-
mittee will remember, we passed H.R. 4899 in the House just be-
fore the Easter recess. 

Mr. Fugate, there are a number of issues outstanding. One that 
concerns me greatly is that we have failed to close out nearly 800 
disasters in FEMA since 1989. I understand that there are some 
$16 billion attached to those closeout figures because we have not 
closed them out. I urge you to do whatever you can to close the 
ledgers on those situations. 

In today’s paper, we have the NextGen contract, which is in itself 
a real problem. Hopefully you can explain a little bit of that, be-
cause all of us are getting calls from people talking about their 
flood insurance going up. If we wasted several million dollars on 
a program we didn’t even use, it doesn’t speak well for us. 

So there are a lot of things we can work at. I know the Chair-
woman is interested in the Samoan housing situation. I look for-
ward to getting the information on that. 

I am not certain that we can afford a $400,000 three-bedroom 
house. I just think that is a bit much. Hopefully you can provide 
us the explanation we need to say what the real costs are. If that 
is the cost, then perhaps we need to do something else. I just don’t 
think we can justify those kind of numbers in this day and time. 

I yield back, Madam Chairwoman. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. Other Members of the subcommittee are re-

minded that, under the committee rules, opening statements may 
be submitted for the record. 

I welcome our sole witness today, the Honorable Craig Fugate, 
the administrator of FEMA. 

Mr. Fugate began serving in the position as administrator of 
FEMA in May 2009. Prior to coming to FEMA, Mr. Fugate served 
as director of the Florida Division of Emergency Management. Mr. 
Fugate began his emergency management career as a volunteer 
firefighter and emergency paramedic and spent 10 years as the 
emergency manager for this county. We thank the administrator— 
not this one, Alachua County. 

We thank the administrator for his service and for being with us 
today. 
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Without objection, the administrator’s—Fugate’s statement, full 
statement, will be inserted into the record, and I now ask the ad-
ministrator to summarize his statement for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF W. CRAIG FUGATE, ADMINISTRATOR, FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, DEPARTMENT 
OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, thank you, Chairwoman Richardson and 
Ranking Member Rogers, and also Chairman Thompson, and the 
other Members of the committee. It is a great honor to serve in this 
role. 

I have this opening statement. To be honest with you, Madam 
Chairwoman, I think it is better just to get to your questions, and 
I am not sure how you want to do this, because there was a list 
of them. 

But let me just caveat the administration’s request this way. We 
work under the premise that, in going forward in this fiscal year, 
there were tremendous pressures to look at expenditures. It was 
the direction to submit a request based upon last year’s request. I 
realize that is not what was appropriated, but that was what the 
goal was in looking at our program, just looking at the request 
from last year, and that was what we submitted in most cases. 

It does reflect that those numbers were less than what was ulti-
mately appropriated, but in looking at the fiscal constraints we 
had, that was the decision that was made to submit based upon the 
request last year, and it did not factor in the appropriation 
amounts, and that would be—again, as you point out—one of the 
areas that you want me to address. 

But in all, I appreciate the opportunity to be here. Again, I will 
defer, Madam Chairwoman. Do you want to do these questions one 
at a time by different Members or try to go back to the list? Or 
how would you like me to do that? 

[The statement of Mr. Fugate follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF W. CRAIG FUGATE 

APRIL 27, 2010 

INTRODUCTION 

Chairwoman Richardson, Ranking Member Rogers and Distinguished Members of 
the committee, it is a privilege to appear before you today on behalf of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security (DHS) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) to discuss the agency and our fiscal year 2011 budget request. The budget 
the President has proposed acknowledges the austere budget climate in which we 
find ourselves, and recognizes that FEMA also must be a good steward of taxpayer 
funds. In the development of our budget, we have considered the challenges faced 
by our State and local partners, and the reality that the Federal Government must 
meet its responsibilities while staying within its means. 

The agency’s fiscal year 2011 budget requests $7.294 billion in net discretionary 
budget authority, which is an increase of $186 million above the fiscal year 2010 
enacted level. This budget will help ensure that FEMA can continue to: 

• Empower and strengthen local communities and individuals; 
• Invest in our human capital and facilities; 
• Mitigate against hazards; 
• Enhance the preparedness of our Nation; 
• Provide effective emergency response; and 
• Assist communities in recovering rapidly from disasters. 
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EMPOWERING AND STRENGTHENING LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND INDIVIDUALS 

FEMA’s budget request builds on a core principle that I believe is critical to not 
only FEMA’s success, but also the success of our Nation in managing disasters: 
FEMA is only part of the emergency management team; we are not the entire team. 
We need to move away from the mindset that Federal and State governments are 
always in the lead, and build upon the strengths of our local communities and, more 
importantly, our citizens. We must treat individuals and communities as key assets 
rather than liabilities. This principle drives our agency’s priorities, programs, poli-
cies, and budget. The principle was also reflected in the first ever Quadrennial 
Homeland Security Review (QHSR), which defines the future direction of homeland 
security in the United States. 

The QHSR, which was recently released by the Department, recognizes that de-
spite our best efforts to protect this country and our citizens, disasters, accidents, 
and even deliberate attacks are inevitable. Our collective challenge is to build our 
National capacity to be resilient in the face of disasters at all jurisdictional levels, 
beginning at the local level with our citizens. 

As Secretary Napolitano and I have repeatedly said, citizens often play a far larg-
er role in disasters than is typically recognized. Family members, friends, co-work-
ers, and neighbors help with evacuations, search and rescue, food, water, shelter, 
and medical care, and undertake many other critical response functions well before 
professional emergency responders arrive. Partnerships that reflect this reality are 
fundamental to achieving resilience. These partnerships must be formally recog-
nized and strengthened before an incident occurs, to help ensure that we are maxi-
mizing our combined strengths and have the capacity to reach those in need of as-
sistance. 

FEMA will foster an approach to emergency management Nationally that is built 
upon a foundation of proactive engagement with neighborhood associations, busi-
nesses, schools, faith-based community groups, trade groups, fraternal organiza-
tions, and other civic-minded organizations that can mobilize their networks to build 
community resilience and support local emergency management needs. 

INVESTING IN OUR HUMAN CAPITAL AND FACILITIES 

The administration’s fiscal year 2011 request includes an increased Management 
and Administration (M&A) appropriation budget that will help FEMA invest in both 
our employees and our facilities. Our employees are our most valuable resource, and 
we need to ensure FEMA has the institutional knowledge and expertise needed to 
fulfill our mission. 

The M&A appropriation provides core mission funding across all FEMA organiza-
tions at both the regional and headquarters levels. In the wake of Hurricane 
Katrina, FEMA expanded its temporary workforce known as the Cadre of On-Call 
Response Employees (CORE) to support new and expanded mission requirements, 
including programs supporting logistics management, individual assistance to dis-
aster survivors, mitigation, disaster telecommunications, as well as business support 
functions across the workforce. These temporary but full-time employees have been 
paid through the Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) appropriation both for direct charge 
disaster and non-disaster specific allocations. Those that are essential to FEMA’s 
ability to execute its daily mission requirements are proposed to be funded in the 
M&A appropriation, which supports all of FEMA’s mission areas. FEMA is currently 
in the process of moving these essential full-time temporary CORE positions to full- 
time permanent Federal positions and we will complete these moves in fiscal year 
2010. After this action is completed, FEMA will no longer use its temporary CORE 
workforce for base FEMA programs. In our fiscal year 2011 request, only the CORE 
employees charged directly to specific disasters will remain funded by the DRF. 

We have also proposed a modest increase of $23.3 million in our fiscal year 2011 
M&A appropriation request for improvements to support neglected facilities. By 
2011, FEMA will reach the point where our facilities will be unable to continue to 
absorb projected and necessary staffing increases and mission responsibilities. 
FEMA also faces a critical need for adequate resources to maintain and repair our 
aging and deteriorating facilities. To address these needs, FEMA has developed a 
5-year capital plan. $23.3 million is required in fiscal year 2011 to begin critical re-
gional facility acquisitions and repairs, as well as to support critical and long-over-
due capital improvements. Of this amount, $11.4 million would be allocated for ad-
ditional facilities to provide adequate space for our workforce and the remaining 
$11.9 million would be allocated to facility repairs and capital improvements for ex-
isting facilities. 

To support all M&A activities, FEMA requests $902.9 million, which represents 
a net increase of $105.3 million or 13.2 percent. This request will annualize the 
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$105.6 million that was transferred in fiscal year 2010 from the DRF into the M&A 
account and will fully fund all M&A employees within the M&A account, elimi-
nating the need to seek a transfer authority as has been necessary in the past. 

MITIGATING AGAINST HAZARDS 

Although some disasters are inevitable, we can and must take steps to reduce 
their impact. Achieving this goal requires a thorough assessment of risks and robust 
efforts to reduce vulnerabilities. Mitigation provides a critical foundation to reduce 
loss of life and property by avoiding or lessening the impact of a disaster, and seeks 
to break out of the cycle of disaster damage, reconstruction, and repeated damage. 
Mitigating vulnerabilities reduces both the direct consequences and the response 
and recovery requirements of disasters. 

The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Fund provides technical assistance and Fed-
eral funding to State, local, and Tribal governments to support the development and 
enhancement of hazard mitigation plans aimed at instituting policies and practices, 
and mitigation projects that involve physical measures to avoid or reduce damage 
from natural disasters. Operating independently of the DRF, which provides post- 
disaster Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funding, the PDM Fund offers 
an annual source for qualified mitigation activities that are not dependent upon a 
Presidential disaster declaration. The 2007 report from the Congressional Budget 
Office found that for every dollar invested prior to a disaster, $3 in future losses 
to taxpayers are avoided, based on an analysis by CBO of mitigation investments. 
In addition, the Multihazard Mitigation Council of the National Institute of Building 
Sciences did a Congressionally mandated study and found that every dollar spent 
on disaster mitigation saves society an average of $4. Mitigation helps to save lives 
and reduce property damage. 

In fiscal year 2011, FEMA seeks to incorporate pre-disaster mitigation and sus-
tainability principles into both the PDM program and the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development’s (HUD) Sustainable Communities Initiative through a 
partnership with HUD. This will help support strategic local approaches to sustain-
able development by coupling hazard mitigation with related community develop-
ment goals and activities that reduce risks while protecting life, property, and the 
environment. In support of this effort, the administration requests $100 million in 
fiscal year 2011 for the PDM Fund, the same amount enacted in fiscal year 2010. 

The Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis Program addresses flood hazard 
data update needs and builds upon the successful Flood Map Modernization pro-
gram. This effort began in 2004 as a Federally funded initiative to improve and 
modernize the process for updating, maintaining, storing, and distributing the flood 
hazard and risk information portrayed on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). Fed-
eral statutory requirements direct FEMA to review the flood hazards maps on a 5- 
year cycle and address flood hazard data update needs. 

To meet this requirement, FEMA requests $194 million in fiscal year 2011 for the 
Flood Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis Program, a net decrease of $26 million 
from the level enacted in fiscal year 2010. However, this reduction will be offset by 
fees collected through the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and efficiencies 
created through the implementation of Risk Mapping, Assessment and Planning 
(Risk MAP) and through FEMA’s use of digital rather than paper maps. 

The National Flood Insurance Fund (NFIF) is a premium revenue and fee-gen-
erated fund that supports the NFIP. The NFIP provides flood insurance on a Na-
tional basis to owners of properties located in vulnerable areas. Currently the NFIP 
insures more than 5.6 million residential and commercial policyholders, totaling ap-
proximately $1.1 trillion in insurance coverage. By supporting the flood hazard re-
duction grant programs and floodplain management efforts, the NFIP estimates 
that more than $1.2 billion in flood-related losses are avoided annually. 

FEMA requests $169 million in fee authority in fiscal year 2011 for the discre-
tionary NFIF funding which is a $23 million increase from the fiscal year 2010 en-
acted level, based on estimated fee collections resulting from increases in policy fees 
that will go into effect by May 1, 2010. 

FEMA also requests $3.0 billion in fee authority in fiscal year 2011 for mandatory 
NFIP funding, which is a $50.5 million increase over the fiscal year 2010 enacted 
level based on estimated policy rate increases effective in October 2009 and October 
2010. The mandatory NFIP fee authority will fund the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
and Repetitive Flood Claims programs, in addition to the NFIP operating expenses. 

ENHANCING THE PREPAREDNESS OF OUR NATION 

Active participation by all segments of society in planning, training, organizing, 
and heightening awareness is an essential component of National preparedness. Al-
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though efforts have traditionally focused on preparedness of the Government and 
official first responders, we must start with our citizens. The preparedness of our 
citizens, and the enhancement of their ability to care for themselves and assist their 
neighbors in emergencies, is critical to response and recovery success. When safely 
provided, neighbor-to-neighbor assistance decreases the burden on emergency re-
sponders. Our citizens should be seen as force multipliers who can offer specialized 
knowledge and skills, and allow emergency responders to focus on the most vulner-
able segments of society. 

After neighbors, law enforcement, emergency services, and fire personnel are the 
first to respond to an incident, and are usually the first to identify and commence 
preparation for an emerging event. We must continue to ensure that these organiza-
tions and personnel are properly trained, and fully supported. 

Through grants, training, exercises, and other support, the State and Local Pro-
grams (SLP) appropriation enables FEMA to fulfill its role as the principal compo-
nent of DHS responsible for assisting State and local governments in the prevention 
of, protection against, response to, and recovery from natural and man-made disas-
ters. 

FEMA requests $4 billion in fiscal year 2011 for the SLP appropriation, which is 
a decrease of $164.61 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. The request 
also proposes to consolidate several current grant programs into a larger State 
Homeland Security Program (SHSP) and Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI). 
This consolidation gives States and urban areas the flexibility to spend grants funds 
through SHSP and UASI according to their identified priorities, rather than tai-
loring their needs to ‘‘fit’’ the multiple grant programs that currently exist. State, 
local, and Tribal partners have stated that they would like to see some consolidation 
of similar grant programs, in order to reduce the administrative and application 
burdens. This budget is responsive to this important stakeholder feedback. 

Proposed funding levels within the SLP appropriation are as follows: 
• State and Regional Preparedness Program.—This program includes four grant 

programs—the SHSP; the Emergency Management Performance Grants 
(EMPG); the Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grants Program (RCPGP); 
and the Firefighter Assistance Grants Program. The Firefighter Assistance 
Grants Program actually consists of three individual programs: the Assistance 
to Firefighter Grants (AFG) program, the Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emer-
gency Response (SAFER) program, and the Fire Prevention and Safety (FP&S) 
program. In fiscal year 2011, FEMA requests $2.04 billion for the State and Re-
gional Preparedness Program, which is the same amount as requested in fiscal 
year 2010, but is a decrease of $313.7 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted 
level. The administration also proposes to realign the Firefighter Assistance 
Grants and the Emergency Management Performance Grants into the SLP ap-
propriation. 

• Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Preparedness Program.—The proposal for 
this program includes four grant programs—the Urban Areas Security Initiative 
(UASI); the Buffer Zone Protection Program (BZPP); the Port Security Grant 
Program (PSGP); and the Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP). In fiscal 
year 2011, FEMA requests $1.75 billion for the MSA Preparedness Program, 
which includes an increase of $201 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted 
level. 

• Training Measurement and Exercise Program.—This program funds the Na-
tional Exercise Program, the Continuing Training Grant Programs, the Na-
tional Domestic Preparedness Consortium, and the Technical Assistance and 
Evaluation and Assessment Program. In fiscal year 2011, FEMA requests 
$210.59 million for the Training Measurement and Exercise Program, which is 
the same amount as requested in fiscal year 2010. 

• Management and Administration.—Funding for this activity includes traditional 
operational and program management support resources for the Grants Pro-
gram and National Preparedness offices. This funding supports the salaries and 
benefits for headquarters and regional staff, travel, rent, printing and supplies, 
related preparedness activities, and the business processes and systems nec-
essary for all stages of grants management. The proposal is for program man-
agement and administration costs not to exceed 4.7 percent of the total funding 
of the State and Local Programs (including the Firefighter Assistance Grants 
and Emergency Management Performance Grants). In addition, we are also pro-
posing that funding for Grants Program and National Preparedness manage-
ment and administration be transferred to the FEMA M&A appropriation ac-
count after enactment. 

The mission of the United States Fire Administration (USFA) is to provide Na-
tional leadership to foster a solid foundation for fire and emergency services stake-
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holders for prevention, protection, preparedness, and response. USFA prepares the 
Nation’s emergency responders through on-going and, when necessary, expedited 
training, to help evaluate and minimize community risk, improve protection of crit-
ical infrastructure, and better prepare to react to all types of emergencies. USFA 
coordinates with other Federal, State, and local emergency service agencies, the pri-
vate sector, and with colleges, universities, and other DHS educational consortium 
participants. 

To continue to build these preparedness capabilities, FEMA requests $45.93 mil-
lion for USFA in fiscal year 2011, which is an increase of $342,000 for pay inflation, 
as compared to the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. 

The Radiological Emergency Preparedness Program (REPP) assists State, local, 
and Tribal governments in the development of off-site radiological emergency pre-
paredness plans within the emergency planning zones of Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission (NRC) licensees of commercial nuclear power facilities. The REPP fund is 
financed from user fees assessed and collected from NRC licensees to cover budgeted 
costs for radiological emergency planning, preparedness, and response activities in 
the following year. 

FEMA requests $33 million in fee authority for REPP in fiscal year 2011, which 
is an increase of $361,000 for pay inflation, as compared to the fiscal year 2010 en-
acted level. 

PROVIDING EFFECTIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

Because it is impossible to eliminate all risks, a resilient nation must have a ro-
bust capacity to respond when disaster strikes. This response must be grounded in 
the basic elements of incident management. When an incident occurs that is beyond 
local response capabilities, communities must be able to obtain assistance from 
neighboring jurisdictions and regional partners quickly, making a robust regional 
capacity vital to effective emergency response. 

Strong FEMA Regions are critical to our ability to maintain and sustain robust 
partnerships with our stakeholders within the public and private sector that will 
help ensure the most efficient leveraging of National expertise, resources, and capa-
bilities in future responses to all-hazard events. FEMA will continue to further em-
power our regional offices to improve quality and consistency in all aspects of dis-
aster preparedness and management, including disaster response. Regional situa-
tional awareness of operations must be used to properly shape policy and planning. 

The FEMA team has continued to improve coordination and connectivity with 
interagency, military, and DHS partners through upgrades to our network of oper-
ation centers, including the National Response Coordination Center, Regional Re-
sponse Coordination Centers, the Response Watches, and the FEMA Operations 
Center. 

FEMA’s Operational Teams—the Incident Management Assistance Teams 
(IMAT), the Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) Task Forces and Mobile Emergency 
Response Support (MERS) teams—continue to be deployed in support of disasters 
and National Security Special Events. 

The IMAT can rapidly deploy to an incident or incident-threatened venue, provide 
leadership in the identification and provision of Federal assistance, and coordinate 
and integrate inter-jurisdictional response in support of affected State(s), Tribe(s) or 
U.S. territory(s). IMAT teams support efforts to meet emergent needs, provide ini-
tial situational awareness for Federal decision-makers, and support the initial es-
tablishment of a unified command. Moreover, the IMAT can establish an effective 
Federal presence within 12 hours of notification and are self-sufficient for a min-
imum of 48 hours to augment potentially scarce local resources. 

The US&R system is comprised of 28 Task Forces that provide a coordinated, Na-
tional, all-risk capability for locating, extricating, and stabilizing victims of struc-
tural collapse incidents resulting from natural or manmade causes, including ter-
rorism and weapons of mass destruction. These Task Forces are highly trained and 
possess the necessary expertise to provide medical treatment to victims in heavy 
rescue situations. FEMA distributes readiness grants to each of the US&R Task 
Forces to provide the US&R system crucial funding for equipment and training. 

Within the FEMA M&A appropriation, there is funding for the US&R Task 
Forces. FEMA requests $28 million for the US&R Task Forces in fiscal year 2011, 
which is the same amount as requested in fiscal year 2010. 

HELPING COMMUNITIES RECOVER RAPIDLY FROM DISASTERS 

The Robert T. Stafford Act Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act author-
izes the President to provide Federal assistance to supplement State and local gov-
ernments’ disaster response, recovery, readiness, and mitigation efforts. Under the 
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Homeland Security Act, as amended by the Post Katrina Emergency Management 
Reform Act, the FEMA Administrator has been delegated the responsibility for ad-
ministering the Stafford Act’s Federal assistance program. Through the DRF, FEMA 
can fund authorized Federal disaster support activities as well as eligible State, ter-
ritorial, Tribal, and local actions, such as providing emergency protection and debris 
removal. The DRF also funds: 

• The repair and rebuilding of qualifying disaster-damaged infrastructure; 
• Post-disaster hazard mitigation initiatives; 
• Financial assistance to eligible disaster survivors; and 
• Fire Management Assistance Grants for qualifying large wildfires. 
Major disasters and emergencies may be the result of natural or man-made haz-

ards, and are normally declared by the President in response to gubernatorial re-
quests for assistance. States request Federal assistance to supplement their avail-
able resources and certify that a given disaster is beyond their capacity or capability 
to respond. 

FEMA requests $1.95 billion for the DRF in fiscal year 2011, which is a net in-
crease of $350 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted level to support the 5-year 
average obligation level for non-catastrophic disaster activity. 

The administration is submitting, concurrent with the fiscal year 2011 request, 
a $5.1 billion supplemental request for the DRF. These funds are needed due to con-
tinuing obligations associated with previous disasters including hurricanes Katrina, 
Rita, and Wilma in 2005 and 2006, the 2007 California wildfires, and hurricanes 
Gustav and Ike in 2008, among others. These supplemental funds are needed imme-
diately to allow us to continue our response and recovery efforts from these large 
catastrophic events. 

The Emergency Food and Shelter Program provides grants to nonprofit and faith- 
based organizations at the local level through a National Board to supplement their 
programs for emergency food and shelter. Nearly 12,000 nonprofit and local govern-
ment agencies in over 2,500 cities and counties across the United States receive 
grant awards. Emergency Food and Shelter funds are used to supplement food, shel-
ter, rent, mortgage, and utility assistance for people with non-disaster related emer-
gencies. FEMA requests $100 million for the Emergency Food and Shelter Program 
in fiscal year 2011. This is the same amount as requested in fiscal year 2010. 

Working with partners and stakeholders, FEMA, together with our Federal part-
ners, will continue to support recovery programs that more seamlessly support af-
fected communities and balance the assistance needs of the States, communities, 
and individuals with the agency’s need to serve as a good steward of taxpayers’ 
funds. In the coming year, FEMA will build upon the results of the Catastrophic 
Event Preparedness effort and the direction provided by the Long Term Disaster Re-
covery Working Group, the National Disaster Recovery Framework, the National 
Disaster Housing Task Force and other related taskforces and workgroups to imple-
ment a more robust, efficient and cost-effective Federal program to meet the needs 
of survivors. 

CONCLUSION 

Madam Chairwoman, I believe that the administration’s fiscal year 2011 budget 
proposal represents a thoughtful, responsible approach to improving our Nation’s re-
silience to all hazards. The budget proposal will enable the entire emergency man-
agement team to achieve our strategic goals to mitigate hazards, enhance our Na-
tion’s preparedness, ensure an effective emergency response capability and assist 
those communities that do experience disasters to rapidly recover. 

But more importantly, our budget will help us empower and strengthen commu-
nities and individuals. As I noted at the outset, Madam Chairwoman, FEMA is not 
the entire team. We are only part of the team—a team that includes all Americans. 
The more that we can do to ensure that each individual and family is prepared for 
disasters, the better prepared we will all be as a Nation. I look forward to working 
with you, distinguished Members of this subcommittee, and other Members of Con-
gress to communicate this message to the American people so that we can become 
a more resilient Nation. 

This concludes my testimony today. I am prepared to answer any questions the 
committee may have. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. We do have a process, and we will follow the 
normal process that we have. 

In light of that, my script says here I will thank you for your tes-
timony, although it be brief. I will remind each Member that he or 
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she will have 5 minutes to question the witness, and I will now rec-
ognize myself for questions. 

So, Mr. Fugate, in light of what you just said, without those re-
strictions, how would you have presented your budget differently? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, I have never been given a situation where I 
was given unlimited funds. So I am not sure what the appropriate 
response would be other than, we based our request upon what this 
administration had done. I believe prior to this, the administration 
budget request had not even factored in many of these programs. 

We at least are trying to recognize the importance of these pro-
grams and make recommendations upon base-level funding, but we 
did not—looking at this year—feel that the recommendation above 
the President’s previous request was warranted, given our current 
fiscal situations. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Fugate, some committees might agree with 
that general response. However, with being in charge of FEMA, 
you have a unique responsibility. Our entire homeland security— 
and when you look at the entire homeland’s response—is sitting on 
your shoulders. 

So I think in your particular assignment, we really want to hear 
from you of what you need. I think dependent upon what you need 
are the recommendations that we should be making. 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, the President’s recommendation is what I 
agree we need to go forward with. There is an interesting question 
here in the firefighting grants, particularly SAFER. That is, are we 
trying to address in the short term the difficulties that we are hav-
ing at the local level versus long-term funding? 

I don’t think that I know what that answer is. I think that this 
is—as you go through an economic crisis that some say may be 
abating—at what level do we need to continue to fund that support 
and for how long? This was a recommendation based upon what we 
had previously requested, but I am not sure how to answer that 
question on what is the proper balance between local funds versus 
Federal dollars, given the current economic cycle. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, I would say to you, since the local funds 
are not in abundance, us relying upon the short term to have their 
contribution is probably not effective. In light of your first—the 
thing you just alluded to, the SAFER grants, what I would say to 
you, one of my biggest concerns is why we would have a cut in the 
SAFER grants, and yet you would have an increase of $200 million 
for terrorist training. 

Mr. FUGATE. Again, these were factored as far as looking at pre-
vious recommendations, previous funding, and looking at where we 
saw our needs at. In looking at the Federal mission—not State and 
local response—those were areas we looked at. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. So how many terrorist trainings have you al-
ready had? 

Mr. FUGATE. I would have to get a list for you and provide that 
in writing. I would not have on the top of my head that number. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Okay. I would venture to say to you, I can at 
least speak for my own personal opinion that if this is a couple 
more terrorist trainings versus the actual response of our first re-
sponders being able to help us in the event something were to hap-
pen, my $200 million would be for the SAFER grant program or 
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the firefighter grant program and not the one that you have rec-
ommended. 

My next question would be, the budget eliminates several stand- 
alone grant programs and lumps them in with the homeland secu-
rity grant program. I do not support the elimination of any of these 
programs, but I am especially troubled by the decision to eliminate 
the Citizens Corps grant, also—and some of the others, particularly 
with the emergency operations communications. 

Last month, FEMA told us that they still did not have a strategy 
for promoting community awareness. Without a blueprint or a dedi-
cated grant program to support Citizens Corps councils, how does 
FEMA expect to promote individual community preparedness? 

In terms of interoperability grants, how will you ensure that the 
Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program remains 
adequately funded and a priority if it is consolidated within the 
homeland security grant program? 

Mr. FUGATE. The answer is, this was not the intention, to elimi-
nate these grant programs. It was to reduce the paperwork in ap-
plying for these grant programs. 

The money is still there. It is just being combined into one grant 
application process and giving local and State officials, particularly 
the State administrative agency, more flexibility in administering 
these grants. So the intention was not to eliminate the funds, but 
I understand the concern that, in doing that, it also loses the iden-
tity as singled out as a grant program, not as a merged pot of 
money. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. So are you prepared to commit that the current 
funds that those various grant programs have, that they will stay 
remained in the new consolidated program? For example, I think 
the interoperable was $50 million to $60 million. Are you prepared 
to commit that those funds stay allocated in those sections? 

Mr. FUGATE. It is the intent to provide flexibility, so before I 
would commit to what State and local governments may do, it is 
the intention to give them more flexibility in these funds, but that 
is something that we would take under advisement. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. For the next round of questions, I will go there, 
but I will tell you, Mr. Fugate, those two don’t add up. You either— 
you said you are not intending to cut the funding, and yet you are 
saying, well, it will be in a flexible pot and they can do what they 
want. You can’t have both apples. It just won’t work. 

Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. ROGERS. I thank the Chairwoman. 
Mr. Fugate, last time you testified before this committee, I sub-

mitted a question to you about disaster declarations and the lack 
of transparency. You told me you were going to review that and see 
if you thought maybe there was some more information that should 
be passed along to the States to make sure that they feel com-
fortable, they understand the process. 

Can you tell me what your review has yielded, if you have made 
any changes in the way you disseminate information? 

Mr. FUGATE. That one turns out that, in doing it, we have been 
doing more briefings. We brought in declaration folks to sit down 
with States and go over the process. 
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But I think part of the challenge we have had in some of the re-
quests that we see from States is, their information—as we dem-
onstrated one time, we had to go back and get more information, 
and that sometimes slows down the process. Ultimately we make 
a recommendation. That recommendation is then something the 
President acts on. Then at the end of that process, we can then re-
lease the information. 

We have responsibility after so many days after that to report 
back to Congress, but in doing that, it is, I think, still—for the 
State perspective—a lot of questions. We are currently working 
with White House staff to try to clarify some of that. But it is a 
work in progress, and it is—in my opinion, it is moving in the di-
rection we want to go to, but we are not there yet. 

Mr. ROGERS. Do you have a time line that you think you will 
have resolved these problems? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, I think in the area of individual assistance, 
this is one area we are working with the White House on, because 
in declarations requiring that there is no threshold, but you have 
to demonstrate how much of an impact that has that would exceed 
the capability of State and local governments to manage. 

We have examples in the CFR, but they don’t always correlate 
into clear delineations of what would be the threshold, since there 
is no set threshold. It is actually prohibited under the Stafford Act 
to have an arbitrary number as the determining threshold for indi-
vidual citizens. 

So we are looking at, how do we clarify? What are the factors 
that we are looking at, such as the impacts, incomes on employ-
ment, disadvantaged community, uninsured losses, as giving a bet-
ter understanding of what reasonably you could expect if you were 
making that request? 

On the State side, when I was a State director, it is pretty dif-
ficult to know what is the exact threshold for individual assistance. 
Public assistance tends to be more driven by the type of damage 
that was eligible—the capability of State and local governments, 
but individual assistance is much more difficult to quantify. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I understand it is complicated. I am really 
more interested in knowing when you think you will have resolved 
these problems and have, you know, some clear resolution with the 
States. Will it be 6 months from now, a year from now, 3 months? 

Mr. FUGATE. Probably on individual assistance, we are looking at 
when the next—it depends upon the conversations we are currently 
having with the States and also working back with the White 
House, but I think that will be the first one that will have addi-
tional guidance, and that may be as early as 3 months to 6 months. 

Public assistance, I think we are still looking at, is—will prob-
ably come up with some questions. Snow policy and other areas we 
are having to look at again after this recent round of snow events, 
so that may take longer. 

Mr. ROGERS. Okay. I want to talk to you about the Center for 
Domestic Preparedness. Last week, we had weapons of mass de-
struction commissioners in here testifying about their review, and 
one of the things they emphasized was that it is very likely that 
we are going to have a WMD attack in this country by 2013. 
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In light of that prediction, is there something that you are doing 
to be proactive in that field to prepare for the consequences of an 
attack such as that? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir. We put more emphasis on our weapons of 
mass destruction activities at the headquarters level and also at 
the region levels. Part of this goes back to an area that has been 
pointed out in these reports is, how do we do public preparedness 
and public messaging? That is an area that we are looking at now 
based upon those reports. 

We have done more exercises. We are doing more training. We 
have teams that are a part of multi-agency, Federal agency teams 
that would respond in the event of this threat. Many of those 
teams go through the Center for Domestic Preparedness for their 
training. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, and I am glad you mentioned that, because 
you are right. I am wondering what we can do to expand that. But 
more importantly, as you know, I represent a very rural Congres-
sional district. We have some mobile training that can go out to 
these rural first responders. Can you do something to enhance that 
role at the CDP? 

Mr. FUGATE. I will take that back to Tim Manning, the adminis-
trator over those areas, and ask him to take a look at that and re-
port back. 

Mr. ROGERS. Great, thank you. 
I yield back. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. Chairman Thompson. 
Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman. 
Mr. Fugate, I referenced the NextGen contract. Inspector general 

basically has indicated that, after $7.5 million invested in an IT 
system for National flood insurance, it did not meet security or 
technical requirements. Is that your understanding? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. THOMPSON. What have you done in light of that? 
Mr. FUGATE. I was the one that requested the IG review in the 

first place. This was one of the situations I found upon my arrival 
at FEMA that initial reports did not convey to me that, (A) we had 
a good understanding of what we were trying to do, and (B), I was 
concerned about the fact that many of the people working on this 
project were actually former employees and had actually switched 
from a contractor role into a Federal role. 

I felt at that point that any attempt on our part to determine 
what had happened would not be credible, and I requested the IG 
to come in and do that audit. 

The other thing that I found at that time was we did not have 
strong internal management controls for these types of projects and 
had no oversight from our chief financial officer or chief procure-
ment officer or our IT infrastructure, which you would have 
thought would have been a natural fit for a project of this size 
within the mitigation directorate. 

We are taking all of the IG findings seriously. We are in the 
process of implementing them. We are going to probably at this 
point move that project from out from underneath the mitigation 
staff which do not have the IT or technical background for man-
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aging that type of system and have our management directorate 
with the IT oversight to manage this project. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Can you briefly tell us whether or not the ethical 
conflicts that the IG raised in the—in the report, whether or not 
you will take action, have taken action? 

Mr. FUGATE. The COTARs that were involved in this project 
were taken off of this project. We tried to provide separation be-
tween those staff that previously had potential conflicts of interest 
out of this process. 

But, Mr. Chairman, that was exactly why, when I started read-
ing this, I said, there is no credible way I can deal with this prob-
lem given the fact that I have immediate conflict of interest just 
from reading the documents I saw. So I felt the only way to get 
a good feedback on what needed to be done was to have outside 
counsel—in this case, IG—provide that oversight. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, I would say—look at who put the COTARs 
on the contract. That is your problem. So I—and I am sure you will 
do that. Do you nod, say you will, or—— 

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, we are going to fully take advantage 
of the IG findings to ensure that this is addressed. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you. Thank you. 
The human capital plan, you have talked about pushing more au-

thority down to the regional office level. Can you tell us when we 
can expect that 5-year human capital plan? 

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, I can tell you where we are at in 
this process. We have finished our reviews within homeland secu-
rity to go back to OMB for final approval before we transmit. 

We were, I think, in our last budget given funds to bring in the 
Homeland Security Institute to help us work this issue and put to-
gether what the staffing plans would look like. Part of this was 
looking at what scenarios we would respond to based upon our ex-
isting response structures using Katrina and staffing for Katrina 
as an example of a catastrophic disaster response. So we are in the 
process of pouring that model. 

I am not sure I can give you an exact time frame, but I would 
say in months we should have this back to Congress based upon 
where we are at in submitting this through OMB. 

Mr. THOMPSON. The problem I think some of us have is we are 
moving toward a new business model, but yet still we are not sure 
who the drivers and other people will be. So I think it would help 
you if you had that human capital plan in front of you geared to-
ward the new business model. 

Mr. FUGATE. I would agree, Mr. Chairman, but as we noted, we 
did not have new FTEs in this budget. But we do have some that 
are being converted from contractors. 

We also had in this previous year a lot of assistance from this 
body helping us move temporary positions—what we call core posi-
tions—and convert those to full-time that were doing full-time 
work, that we had some bad habits, to be honest. We were doing 
a lot of things using the disaster recovery fund for continuation of 
business, not tied to a disaster. 

So part of this was already being done, was looking at where we 
had positions that were being funded out of the DRF, the disaster 
recovery fund, that were not tied to a specific disaster. This body— 
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as well as the Senate—agreed to help fund those positions to con-
vert them to full-time equivalents. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Can you tell us how you plan to close out over 
800 disasters? 

Mr. FUGATE. That process has already begun. To a certain de-
gree, we are already seeing the success of that. 

We brought in through the acquisition coordination of our budget 
shop to look at, how many current mission assignments did we 
have that had not been closed out? These are mission assignments 
to other Federal agencies, some of which as you point out were 
open for a long period of time. 

We have been able to recover and de-obligate over $400 million 
in the past month of these open disasters. We also are looking at 
a lot of these disasters that may have residual amounts left in mis-
sion assignments that have not been closed out, making determina-
tions of how to close those out. 

So it is our goal to reduce the backlog of closing out disasters, 
de-obligate those funds that can go back and replenish the DRF, 
and move to the closure on many of these older disasters that do 
not have any complicated issues or on-going recovery activities, but 
just have not been closed out due to lack of effort. 

Mr. THOMPSON. If you have put together a plan to close it out 
or whatever is presently underway, can you provide the committee 
with that document? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. That would come from our 
chief financial officer, who took the lead on this, and we can pro-
vide that. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
Madam Chairwoman, one more question. 
FEMA awarded very recently a major risk map production and 

technical services contract, P&TS, to a joint venture, 
BakerAECOM, LLC, about a $600 million contract. That is—that 
is a lot of money. 

I understand, in light of the President’s announcement yesterday 
on opportunities for small businesses, this is a good example of a 
contract that could have gone to a lot of small businesses that some 
of us think got bundled and it cut out a lot of good, hardworking 
folk. 

Can you assure us that, in light of the President’s Executive 
Order yesterday, that FEMA will look closer at giving small busi-
nesses a shot at some of this work? 

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, and I know that other Members of 
this committee have tasked or asked that we do very similar 
things. To the best of our ability, I have asked my acquisition shop 
to embrace a philosophy of buy local, hire local, that both in our 
disaster and our contracting, to try to look at purchasing the need-
ed goods or services in the area we are working. 

I think that we are too leveraged to these larger contracts that 
are National in scope. In some cases, there are very valid reasons. 
But when there is not a valid reason and opportunity, I think that, 
in the name of efficiency, we oftentimes will aggregate up large 
contracts and maybe miss the opportunity to get good work done 
locally by a local provider. 



18 

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, I will tell you what we hear. If the person 
gets paid for managing one contract, why should he go out and put 
8 or 10 on the street, and we pay them the same thing? 

Now, that is how we end up with a $600 million contract, be-
cause you have one contract. I think it is the mindset that we have 
to change within our agencies to look at the backbone of this coun-
try is small businesses. If we are going to cut them out like we do, 
it really goes against the grain. 

For the work that is being done, I don’t think it is so technical 
that we don’t have small businesses who can do it. 

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate any help we can 
get in this area, because I think you hit upon the crux of it. We 
have looked for efficiencies in doing our contracting for so long, try-
ing to change that dynamic and look at contracting so that it is 
more based upon where we are doing the work and getting to the 
issue of: Is it always in the best interests of the country to have 
the most efficient administration of the grant or provide oppor-
tunity for smaller businesses that would not normally be competi-
tive on a National level? 

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you. 
Thank you for being so patient, Madam Chairwoman. I yield 

back. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. The Chairwoman now recognizes other Mem-

bers for questions they may wish to ask the witness. In accordance 
with our committee rules and practices, I will recognize Members 
who were present at the start of the hearing based on seniority on 
the subcommittee, alternating between the Majority and Minority. 
Those Members coming in later will be recognized in the order of 
their arrival. 

The Chairwoman now recognizes for 5 minutes the gentleman 
from Louisiana, Mr. Cao. 

Mr. CAO. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman. 
Mr. Fugate, I am one of the few Members who probably plays 

FEMA every time I see the group working in the New Orleans 
area. I believe that you have assembled a very responsible, a very 
competent team in the Second District, and we have made great 
strides in the past year-and-a-half in dealing with the many recov-
ery issues that we have down there. 

But I still have one very serious concern with respect to FEMA 
in regards to the community disaster loans. Before FEMA issued 
the regulation, you all requested comments, and we held a round-
table in which we gathered comments and submitted them to 
FEMA. 

It seems to me that many of those comments were not consid-
ered, so that there are potential problems for many of the entities 
in requesting for community disaster forgiveness, especially in 
areas—with respect to Jefferson Parish, with respect to St. Tam-
many. 

I spoke to, for instance, Sheriff Newell Norman of Jefferson Par-
ish who conveyed to me that his concern with respect to the 3-year 
requirement, which is not only problematic for the sheriff, but also 
problematic for New Orleans school board, problematic for Jeffer-
son, problematic for St. Tammany, because right after Hurricane 
Katrina, there was a tremendous influx of population into Jefferson 



19 

Parish from the people moving into the parish from New Orleans, 
so that there was a spike in revenue, and then that spike quickly 
disappeared after people began to move back to New Orleans. 

So that is one of my concerns, and I have asked the Secretary 
to address the issue. I just want to know whether or not FEMA 
will submit revised regulations to address the issue of the CDL. 
That is one issue in connection with the community disaster loans. 

The other one in regards to the special CDL, which I have asked 
FEMA to look into for over a year now, and I have not received a 
response, or at least not an accurate response, in connection with 
Osner’s request for a special CDL. It seems to me that reading 
their letters, reading their memorandum that they submit to you, 
that they conform to the law and that under the law they would 
be eligible for special CDL. 

So far, I believe that FEMA either denied or have not provided 
them with a special CDL. Can you address those two questions? 

Mr. FUGATE. I will start with Osner. I know that that one was 
one that we had a lot of difficulty with. I don’t know if there has 
been a final determination. I think there was, but I will have the 
administrator for region VI, Tony Russell, confirm that. 

As far as the community disaster loan forgiveness that the rules 
were designed to help, we are looking at that at the Secretary’s di-
rection. We are seeing as to the unintended consequences of that 
rapid population growth and what that means to the actual intent 
of the rule. So we are continuing to work that issue. 

Mr. CAO. Can you give me a time line with respect to when any 
revised rules would be issued? 

Mr. FUGATE. At this time, we have not begun any revised rules. 
I think we are looking at the applications to actually go through 
the applications to see where we are going to have the problems 
versus acting before that. 

So as we go through that, we are going to see how many of the 
communities will go through that process and what those outcomes 
are and then determine from there what additional steps we would 
have to take. 

Mr. CAO. Okay. Have you at least in the past year—what plans 
or what reforms have you implemented in order to better prepare 
FEMA for recovery, to better effectively and efficiently work with 
local—with State and local municipalities in rebuilding, because as 
you can see from the arbitration panel’s decisions on charity and 
other projects that were submitted or were delayed by FEMA, they 
were able to make the decision in a span of 2 to 3 weeks, while 
it took FEMA years to make any kind of decision whether or not 
they made a decision. 

Have you made any kind of plans to reform FEMA in those re-
gards? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir, and part of it was—I believe in all of the 
arbitration hearings, the only ones that I know of that have gone 
in favor of FEMA have actually been on technicalities. Almost all 
of the other ones were, again, if we had followed our procedures, 
we would not have reached that point. 

So it reaffirmed that, in many cases, FEMA had the authority. 
It was the application of the Stafford Act and the CFR. So part of 
what we were able to do, when Tony Russell was managing the 
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Louisiana recovery office, was to move a lot of projects through that 
had previously been backlogged that would have otherwise been in 
arbitration. 

I think the ones that were in arbitration were so far along—one 
of which, we actually, I believe with Jefferson Parish, came back 
on roads and we settled, because after reviewing it, we were ask-
ing, why were we even challenging this? This is something we 
could do. Why hadn’t we done it? 

So part of it is coming back and making sure that we are actu-
ally applying the Stafford Act and the CFR in the manner it was 
intended and getting past some of the challenges we saw in the 
Katrina response. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. The gentleman’s time is expired. 
The Chairwoman now recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Cleaver, 

from Missouri, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Mr. Fugate, I want to return somewhat to the beginning of the 

questions that came from Chairwoman Richardson with regard to 
the Citizens Corps. Actually, I tend to think that standalone em-
phasizes the significance of an entity. In your budget, you talked 
about the importance of the Citizens Corps program. 

I am on Financial Services. I am one of the proponents of a 
stand-alone financial consumer protection agency, because I think 
it says to the consumers, this is—you are important, and we wake 
up every morning and this is our job, to protect you. 

So with regard to the Citizens Corps program, do you—is it your 
belief that this program is important enough, significant enough 
that the public will understand that you intend to engage citizens 
in preparation for natural disasters at the highest level possible, 
No. 1? 

I am—if it is—if it is ranked so highly, as you have ranked it, 
I don’t understand how it could then lose its stand-alone status. 
Can you help me a little, please, with that? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir, again, it was not the intention to demote 
programs, but to consolidate the grant application and grant man-
agement of those programs. That was the intention. The intention 
wasn’t to demote programs. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Okay. Does that enhance the program if you con-
solidate the grant process? I am trying to—I mean, I want to be 
supportive of what you are doing, but it doesn’t register. 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, as a State, when I was a State administrative 
agent, each one of these grants would be a separate grant applica-
tion. It would be my same staff. We would literally go through and 
submit for all of these grants the same type of documentation, but 
for each different category. The intention is not to demote or to end 
up in a situation where we are taking away from programs, but to 
streamline the grant application process, rolling them together. 

As the Chairwoman points out, that does, though, carry the ca-
veat that they lose their identity. There is some flexibility for the 
States. That may not be the intention of Congress in a stand-alone 
funding. 

But the intention was not to demote them. It was to reduce the 
amount of grant applications and the grant management for each 
one of those grants separately. 
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Mr. CLEAVER. But how are we going to increase citizen participa-
tion with less emphasis on the Citizens Corps? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, again, sir, I don’t think it was our intention 
that less emphasis. It was more on the grant process. 

Mr. CLEAVER. So are you saying that we are going to have opti-
mum emphasis and that the only recognizable change will be on 
the grant application? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is the intention of doing this, this way. It is 
not my intention that we would somehow not put emphasis on 
these programs. 

Mr. CLEAVER. I am sorry. I didn’t mean to—can you understand, 
you know, how this might not come across that it is as important 
as it once was? 

Mr. FUGATE. Absolutely. Having been on the other side, I have 
also shared concerns when programs were merged together with a 
grant guidance equally described the programs that were being 
merged, and would they continue their role? It is a balancing act. 

Again, it is a recommendation to reduce the number of grant ap-
plications, but it is also—as you were pointing out—a balancing act 
between the intent of the program and the funds and not losing 
that clarity and trying to combine the grant application process. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Okay. I am still not really happy, because, I mean, 
if you consolidate me and Ms. Titus on this committee, one of us 
is not necessary. You know, I mean—I just—my fear is that this 
program is maybe unintentionally de-emphasized. Maybe we can 
talk about this later. 

I yield back, Madam Chairwoman, the balance of my time. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. The Chairwoman now recognizes Mr. Olson 

from Texas. 
Mr. OLSON. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Thank you for coming today, Mr. Fugate. Good to see you again. 
Quick question for you, sir. My question concerns an interest of 

mine in the Shoreacres town that was affected by Hurricane Ike 
about a year-and-a-half ago. They have recently been notified that 
they are going to have to be charged rent for the FEMA trailers 
that they are occupying and they have been occupying since the 
storm. 

This is only six families in these trailers, so it is not a big part 
of the community, but it is a small little community. Unfortunately, 
they have gotten caught in this pickle. Right now, HUD has yet to 
release the second round of CDBG funds. So, because of that, they 
can’t rebuild their homes and move out of the trailers, and they are 
stuck in the trailers right now. 

The controlling CFR states that FEMA may charge rent after 18 
months. As I read it, it doesn’t say that they must charge rent, but 
unfortunately, that is the way it has been interpreted. They are 
looking at the situation right now. They are going to have to be 
charged rent. 

They are going to be paying rent that they really don’t have and 
shouldn’t be—shouldn’t have it imposed upon them, because we 
have heard from interest in—that were affected by Katrina in New 
Orleans in particular. They are still living in some FEMA trailers, 
you know, 4 years after the fact. 
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I just wanted to get your opinion or get the commitment to you 
to look into this situation and treat these people—because, again, 
it is a small group of six people, but very—six families, I should 
say—but very important to them that they get this interpreted— 
as I read it, you know, FEMA may charge for rent, but, again, 
what we are hearing from the people within the region that they 
must charge rent. 

Again, any help I can get to alleviate this financial burden until 
they get the CDBG funds, I would greatly appreciate that. 

Mr. FUGATE. I will ask staff to work with your staff. The inten-
tion is to begin after a certain time frame, start moving to a rent- 
based process. As you point out, that is something we did, but I 
will ask staff to work back with you on this particular case with 
these six families. 

Mr. OLSON. Great. I thank you very much for that commitment. 
I ask you to expedite that to the greatest extent you can, because 
their rent is going to be due next week, from what I understand, 
and they have gone through a lot. We don’t need to pose an addi-
tional financial burden on them, especially when other people in 
the country are getting a deal that they are not getting. 

Thank you so much. I yield back the balance of my time, Madam 
Chairwoman. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. The Chairwoman now recognizes for 5 minutes 
the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Pascrell. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you. 
Mr. Fugate, before I get to the main subject of my questions 

today on contracting, I need to respond to a couple of the answers 
that you provided the Chair, as well as the Ranking Member, on 
the fire grants in the SAFER grants. 

Your response was to the latter that this could be in response 
since the economy is getting better. The SAFER Act was enacted 
before the recession. The 9/11 legislation—excuse me, the Fire Act 
became law before 9/11. 

So when we look at how many applications—because I am very 
familiar with both of these; I wrote both of them. Now, if you un-
derstand how many applications—and I know you do—come in for 
both of those, we can only fund a small percentage. 

Unless I was to conclude that there is a huge charade going on 
in our fire departments about what they really need, but knowing 
quite well what the needs were—what was requested back in the 
year 2000, I can assure you that these are very concrete needs, and 
the administration does not know what it is talking about. I don’t 
know how else I can say it. 

Mr. FUGATE. Understood. 
Mr. PASCRELL. Now, I want to say this about FEMA. We just had 

a pretty big disaster up in my neck of the woods, in north Jersey. 
We suffered the worst flooding we have had in God knows when. 

The President made an expedited declaration—we thank him for 
that—on April 2, which will allow the victims to make claims for 
Federal aid. 

I want to express my sincere appreciation to you and to the team 
that came into our areas. I was with them. I walked the streets. 
They were professional. You know when people say nice things 
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about the Federal Government now, you take note, because you 
don’t hear it too frequently, Mr. Fugate, correct? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. PASCRELL. But I want to tell you, they did a great job, and 

they are doing a great job in responding to what is a very difficult 
situation. I hope we can count on being able to work with your of-
fice to help resolve some of the problems that have occurred. 

Now, Administrator Fugate, the issue I want to bring to your at-
tention is the way in which FEMA has been handling the con-
tracting of flood mapping. We have talked about this before. It is 
essential to the way that floods are anticipated, handled, and the 
way in which aid is disbursed. 

I have one letter here which was sent on April 22. It was signed 
by 65 Members of Congress, including myself and full committee 
Chairperson Thompson, which expresses a litany of concern with 
how the flood map modernization program is being handled. 

I also have here letter two from March 12 of this year sent by 
Chairman Thompson to you expressing concern with how the 
award for the Risk MAP production and technical services was de-
cided by FEMA, which seems to favor very large National firms, 
while pushing out more local firms, small contractors. 

On March 16, the record will show that David Garratt, associate 
administrator for FEMA, testified in this subcommittee on your ini-
tiative to delegate authorities from FEMA headquarters to the 10 
FEMA regional offices. I support that. In fact, I asked him specifi-
cally on my belief that FEMA National should be giving regional 
offices greater control over choosing local contractors for regional 
projects. 

His response—and I am quoting from the transcript—‘‘I think it 
is a great idea, Mr. Pascrell.’’ He went on to say that there is ‘‘a 
plan to put an individual in each region who would be part of an 
essentially collective team, but located in each region, which would 
be local business engagement personnel for the right purpose of 
reaching out to and engaging local contractors in a way that we 
haven’t necessarily done before.’’ He concluded by saying, ‘‘We 
think that is a terrific idea.’’ 

So my question to you is this: Do you agree with the associate 
administrator’s assessment of the proposal regarding the selection 
of local contractors? Don’t you believe that local FEMA people on 
the ground better understand what is needed than decision-makers 
in Washington, DC? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir, I gave him that direction. 
Mr. PASCRELL. So, therefore, we can hope that this is going to be 

implemented, is being implemented? 
Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. PASCRELL. When? 
Mr. FUGATE. I will have the time line on that—one of the things 

we are working on is identifying existing open positions within 
FEMA that do the contracting work that could be certified as a cer-
tified contracting officer, reallocate those positions to each one of 
the FEMA regions, and then hire a position into that that would 
be under the acquisition office and would be certified to do acquisi-
tions within the regions. 



24 

Mr. PASCRELL. Well, if you do that, Mr. Fugate, that is going to 
be revolutionary, and I wish you the best, and I thank you for 
keeping your word. 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. The Chairwoman now recognizes for 5 minutes 

the gentlewoman from Nevada, Ms. Titus. 
Ms. TITUS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Thank you, Mr. Fugate, for being back with us. I have two issues 

I would like to raise with you. One is at last year’s budget hearing 
I brought up the point that the massive size of Region IX, which 
is where Nevada fits, causes some problems. Not only is it so large, 
but it is also very diverse. You noted that it would be worthwhile 
to revisit this regional structure. 

It seems to me that the response has been now to give more au-
thority to the regional offices, which I certainly support, but I won-
der if that alone does address the size problem, and if you are now 
over that, or you have done all you are going to do, or if that is 
still something that we can look at or how you think maybe these 
power changes will counterbalance the massive size. 

Then the second thing I would ask you to address is that this 
year’s National level exercise was scheduled to be conducted in Las 
Vegas, and it was canceled for a lot of reasons, both political and 
policy. I wrote to the Secretary at the time to voice some of the con-
cerns of my constituents. 

You know, many leaders in the tourism industry just didn’t think 
the timing was quite right, when we were trying to get that indus-
try back up on its feet to have something that was going to kind 
of be billed as DHS prepares for a nuclear attack on the Las Vegas 
strip. 

So it was moved, but I wonder if, as you look at having these 
tests in the future—which I think are very valuable. We have got 
to be sure our communities are protected—if you learned anything 
about what happened last year that dealing with unintended con-
sequences and how you plan to incorporate what you learned into 
future plans for these tests? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, ma’am, I will go to the first question, which 
was on the regions. That is actually something that we are ad-
dressing within DHS as part of our bottom-up review process. So 
rather than FEMA look at this individually, we are looking across 
all of the DHS components. 

Many of our regions are based upon our mission with the Coast 
Guard and Customs and Borders. Others are geographical regions 
that were established previously. FEMA’s regions were established 
in 1979 when FEMA was formed, so we are looking at two issues. 

One is, can we realign regions within DHS? The second thing we 
are looking at is, if we cannot do that, can we align any of the 
headquarter elements? 

So we are not going to address this as a FEMA-specific issue, but 
as part of the bottom-up review within DHS and take a look at our 
regional structures and looking at that across all of the DHS com-
ponents. 

As far as the National level exercise, not only was it the change 
in venue, but it was also the scope and the intention of these exer-
cises. One of the things that Secretary Napolitano was concerned 
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about when she interviewed me in our first meeting was the very 
essence of these exercises. How well are they doing their job? After- 
action reports that take too long to get into the hands of the par-
ticipants. Also, what was the objective of these exercises? Was it 
just to do, you know, everything is going to happen, or are we real-
ly trying to test the system? 

We have looked at this year’s exercise. We have adjusted it based 
upon the guidance. We have had change. But we have also sub-
mitted the Secretary a way forward that, upon her approval, we 
would be happy to share with the committee on how we are going 
to look at our National level exercise program and do a better job 
of integrating that with State and locals, as well as the private sec-
tor and the public. 

Ms. TITUS. The unintended consequences, like the impact on the 
local economy? Is that going to be part of the consideration? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, ma’am. Again, it comes back to if the—what 
are we trying to do with the exercise? What are we testing in this 
exercise? Then how does that impact the communities? 

Next year’s exercise will be an earthquake scenario based upon 
the New Madrid earthquake. So, again, we have to factor in, from 
the standpoint of Governors team, what they see as their issues, 
their concerns, and, again, in doing these, putting the focus back 
on the participation that these are not just a DHS-generated exer-
cise. It actually impacts local and State governments when we do 
these exercises. 

Ms. TITUS. I appreciate that. 
Thank you. I would yield back. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Fugate, let me come back to my first two points, and then 

I have several others. It looks like we are going to have time for 
other Members to chime in, as well. 

Let’s go back to the SAFER grants, as well as the firefighting 
grant. You mentioned that, you know, in considering local funding 
versus long-term Federal funding, I think it is no hidden secret 
that currently when you look at State and local governments, some 
of the biggest areas that are under tremendous pressure are the 
possibility of laying off firefighters, teachers, and so on. 

So in light of that, are you prepared to reconsider the rec-
ommendation of cutting by $200 million, since when we know these 
States and the local governments do not have the money in this 
short-term perspective to fund adequately these programs that are 
needed? 

No. 2, I want to re-clarify again that the question I asked you 
was to provide us with the number of terrorist trainings that had 
already occurred, and the (B) part of that would be to let us know 
if any of the new plans—new terrorist trainings that you are plan-
ning, have they already been done someplace else? 

Mr. FUGATE. Back to the first question, we are committed to the 
President’s request for the amount of funds that R&D requests of 
the President’s budget. As to the second part, we will provide that 
information based upon your clarification of what has occurred, 
what is occurring, and what would have been done elsewhere, and 
we will get that information to you. 
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Ms. RICHARDSON. So in your opinion, are you saying it is more 
important to do the $200 million terrorist trainings, even though 
you can’t tell me right now how many you have already done, than 
providing funding for our local first responders? 

Mr. FUGATE. I will submit the questions as you have asked for 
the numbers; I don’t have those. But we are, again, based upon the 
President’s recommendation, that is our recommendations for the 
budget. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Okay. My second question is, let’s get back to 
the consolidation of the homeland security grant program, building 
upon what I said, Chairman Thompson, and Mr. Cleaver, as well. 

You have said a couple times now that it is not your intention 
to demote the programs, and yet I will come back to my question 
to you. If your intention is not to demote the programs themselves, 
are you prepared to commit to ensure that those programs still re-
ceive the funding that they have had in the past? 

According to my notes, it is $13 million for the Citizens Corps, 
$41 million for medical response, $50 million for interoperable 
emergency communications, and $50 million for driver’s license se-
curity grants. 

Mr. FUGATE. I would have to go back and make sure that those 
numbers add up to our current request before I could commit to 
that. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. I am sorry. Could you repeat that? I was talk-
ing to Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. FUGATE. I would have to add those numbers up and make 
sure that those numbers reflect the actual request that the admin-
istration had for the consolidated grants, but that ratio sounds like 
the right ratio. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Okay. Do you—if it is possible, staff, this is 
pretty important, because for many of us here—I don’t know. I see 
some of your staff that is here present, and I think the number was 
a difference of 6 million, is the notes that we have. 

It gets to the core of the question. If, in fact, what you are saying 
is all you are intending upon is to make the grant application proc-
ess run smoother, less duplication, and all that, I think from what 
I have heard of the comments so far, people are supportive of that. 

However, if it means eliminating programs, eliminating the 
focus, and reducing the funding, the commitment of the funding of 
what those programs will have, I don’t think you are going to have 
support of every Member here, and maybe Members on the floor, 
as well. So the question is very basic and it is very important. 

Mr. FUGATE. As soon as we can add the numbers up, I would not 
have a problem with that. I just want to make sure that the num-
bers add up to the total request. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Okay, Mr. Fugate, I would like to, if possible, 
this committee to have the information tomorrow morning. The 
reason why we don’t have a lot of time here, as you know, the ap-
propriations is before all these committees, and we have to make 
decisions, and we can’t wait. 

I do think—I would push back—I think it is something your staff 
that is right behind you could do right now, if you chose. 

My next question has to do with the budget decreases for 
FEMA’s urban search-and-rescue teams, which have done a heroic 
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job. Most recently we saw what they did in Haiti. Why has the ad-
ministration chosen to cut funding for this program, when we know 
how valuable they are to the rescue mission? Also, can you state 
for the record whether States will continue to be allowed to use 
homeland security grants to maintain and strengthen their USR 
teams’ operational readiness? 

Mr. FUGATE. The request for funding for the urban search-and- 
rescue teams is concurrent with the request the administration 
made last year. To the commitment of using homeland security dol-
lars, we continue to do that, and that will be one of the areas that 
we continue to support as one of the things that is eligible under 
urban security, as well as for State homeland security grants. 

Many States have additional teams that go beyond the existing 
urban search-and-rescue teams, and many of those actually deploy 
in both the Alabama and Mississippi tornado touchdowns. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers is asking the question 
that I was asking regarding the consolidated. Were they intended 
to be cut? My understanding—and Mr. Fugate can clarify—it is not 
that they were being cut. What he is saying is, of the—I think it 
is $160 million—they were going to put it in another bucket in the 
overall category of the homeland grants. 

But the problem is that, by putting it in that overall category, 
that would give the State then the discretion to say, I am not going 
to do any Citizens Corps. I am only going to do driver’s license. 
That is the problem, and that is at the heart of what the question 
is. 

Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much. 
In looking at your written testimony, Administrator Fugate, you 

talk a lot about the important role that individuals play in disas-
ters, and I fully agree with that. However, it is difficult to see how 
your budget actually prioritizes individual preparedness. The RITI 
campaign budget is cut and only requests three FTEs. The Citizens 
Corps grant program is eliminated. FEMA hasn’t developed a 
workable strategy for community preparedness. 

How do you recognize those shortfalls with your No. 1 objective? 
Mr. FUGATE. Again, working within the budget that we have and 

looking at what we are requesting, we are trying to work in a fis-
cally austere environment and make recommendations based upon 
where we need to invest our dollars. The investment strategy is not 
always going to reflect putting money in all these programs. 

We have to make some decisions about where we are going to 
make—reductions. Unfortunately, that was what we faced this 
year. 

Mr. ROGERS. Let me ask this, then. What can you point—money 
in individual preparedness? 

Mr. FUGATE. In the overall budget, that is not going to show up. 
We put our money this year for the first time in our infrastructure 
for the Federal facilities that were not being maintained, and we 
didn’t have growth then. 

Mr. ROGERS. So individual preparedness is no longer your No. 1 
stated goal? 

Mr. FUGATE. No, sir. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Okay. How can we help with that? I want to help 
you get to your No. 1 stated goal. What could this committee do 
to help you? The Chairwoman has already talked to you about her 
desire to do it. I want to do the same. 

Mr. FUGATE. Again, I see your guidance on the grant programs. 
If it is the intention that—and the consolidation reduces visibility, 
and you keep it in individual funding pots, that is certainly some-
thing that this committee could recommend. We will administer it 
as it is appropriated. 

Mr. ROGERS. Okay. 
Mr. FUGATE. But I understand the desire to keep funds available 

and to be able to track what dollars are going where. Again, we 
had to make recommendations based upon guidance that suggested 
that we were not going to be able to fund everything at levels that 
had been appropriated and stay within recommendations for the 
request from last year as our guidance. 

Mr. ROGERS. You know, that surprises me to hear you—and I 
don’t doubt that that is true. I am just surprised, because the 
President has said earlier this year that, while there is going to be 
austere cuts made, defense, homeland security, and veterans af-
fairs were going to be left alone because of the unique challenges 
we face as a nation right now in this dangerous world. 

So I am surprised to hear that you are being directed from the 
White House, when the President has said homeland security is off 
the wagon, as far as those cuts. 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, considering where my counterparts are at the 
State level, I think we were very fortunate, and we are very much 
appreciative of the recommendations that we did get to go forward 
with. Again, it is a situation where we have the funding request 
before you. We will seek the approved budget. We will operate 
within our budget. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I think you have told me what I need to know. 
We need to help you help yourself, right? 

Mr. FUGATE. The system and the process of building budgets is, 
we make the recommendations, but it is ultimately the Congress 
that makes the decision and the appropriations that we will then 
follow. 

Mr. ROGERS. Understood. Thank you for the good job you do, Mr. 
Fugate. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Cleaver is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CLEAVER. Again, thank you. I just have one final question, 

Mr. Fugate, and thank you for being here today. I appreciate it. 
I have been on the subcommittee for two field hearings in Lou-

isiana and Mississippi as a result of Katrina and Rita. It turns out 
that minority communities and, in some cases, new or poorly 
speaking English communities end up getting the worst of it, and 
there are probably a lot of sociological and even political reasons 
for it. 

But I am wondering whether or not you have plans or are work-
ing on plans on how to address the unique problems caused by a 
natural disaster and its impact on minority communities and non- 
English-speaking communities? 

Mr. FUGATE. The first step we have been engaging in is more 
outreach to constituency groups through the White House. We have 
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several opportunities to speak to different constituency groups 
about these issues. 

Philosophically, the way I approach this is this way. We have 
this tendency to plan for disasters based upon certain assumptions. 
If you fit those assumptions, our plans work very well. 

What I keep finding is, we are planning for generally middle- 
class, high school or higher education, English as the primary lan-
guage, and they have enough resources that generally the Federal 
programs can help augment that. 

But that is not the targeted population that we are most con-
cerned about. Our most vulnerable citizens tend to be those that 
have the fewer resources, they’re poor, they have language chal-
lenges, they maybe are children, they may be elderly, they may be 
people with disabilities. 

So in doing our planning, what we have historically done is, after 
a disaster, we will write an annex to our plan to deal with that at- 
risk population. I am trying to change that dynamic and go, well, 
that is who we should be planning for it in the first place. 

When I talk about people need to get a plan and be responsible 
for themselves, it is getting at the crux of that. If 80 percent of us 
should have taken care of ourselves, the 20 percent that didn’t 
have a chance—and that is just an arbitrary number, because it 
depends upon the community you are in—why should they compete 
with me for resources when I should have taken care of myself, if 
I am able to? 

This goes back to looking at and planning for the whole commu-
nity, not just what is easily seen, not just is what is presented in 
a disaster. You oftentimes have to actually go out and find folks 
that may have been overlooked in that disaster. 

But if I am in a situation, we are working with State and local 
governments, so many people who didn’t get ready in the first place 
are now competing with that population, it is very difficult to get 
to them in time. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Well, you are—I agree with everything you said, 
100 percent. So are we going to see some—are you going to inter-
nally deal with this issue or try to figure out how to address it? 

In New Orleans, for example, all the public housing just wiped 
out, just gone. I guess, is there an internal group that is working 
on how we address those problems? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, sir, the first group we—right after I got in, one 
of the things that came out of the Katrina response was the fact 
that most of the programs in our delivery were not designed for in-
fants and children. We weren’t meeting their needs. 

The request from the children’s commission was to actually go 
out and write a new plan to add to our existing plans on dealing 
with children issues. I suggested, why don’t we come back and 
work this into our program itself, instead of writing a separate 
plan? There was not a lot of confidence that that could be done, be-
cause they wanted to have that issue identified in a way that 
would present these challenges. 

I said, well, my history tells me, though, that for local and State 
government, every time they have to write another annex to the 
plan, they don’t get to it. But if they do it on the front end and 
they build it into their plan, it gets done. 
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So we took the issue of children, building that into our planning 
guidance so that children—or in our grants. It was like supplies for 
shelters. We and Red Cross will provide supplies for shelters. Well, 
the commission for children actually came up with a list of things 
from bassinets to bathtubs that we are building into our contracts 
for shelter supplies that the Red Cross is using so that if we have 
to provide supplies to a State, we actually have supplies for chil-
dren. 

So we are trying to address it in that way and recognize that, 
if we are not working through constituency groups and identifying 
that Government entities may not have all the information in a 
disaster area, we may not get to the most vulnerable. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Cleaver. 
Mr. Fugate, I am going to—let me first ask the general question. 

Has any work been done so far looking at cuts in terms of waste, 
fraud, and abuse amongst contracts and outside services that are 
being done in FEMA? 

Mr. FUGATE. There are, I believe, some—as you saw with one of 
the examples with the National Flood Insurance Program, where 
we specifically asked for an IG report on that. There are several 
others that are looking at those various things. 

Internally what we found was that we did not have—as much as 
we are trying to empower our regions, that within the various pro-
grams of FEMA, we did not have any centralized management 
structures to oversee complex projects. IT infrastructure, chief fi-
nancial officer acquisitions and management was actually being 
done in many of the various pieces of FEMA without any coordina-
tion across FEMA. 

So we took the recommendations from the IG, and one of the 
steps we took was to form at FEMA headquarters a management 
council that has responsibility for overseeing projects of a certain 
size to eliminate one duplication within FEMA, but also to make 
sure that they had the right institutional controls, whether they be 
fiscal, whether they be IT, and that they conform to Federal regula-
tions and DHS policy and guidance. 

That was not occurring. It has started to show some results. 
Where we can find savings and we can eliminate duplication, we 
are trying to use those funds to put them back into the system. 

One example is we have very few training dollars for our staff. 
Well, one of the things that had happened in looking at some of our 
efficiencies—and this isn’t so much fraud and waste. It is just bad 
business. 

We would turn on numerous cell phones. We would put in IT 
lines for disasters that after the disaster nobody turned off. So we 
went through a process of just shutting down—this goes all the 
way back to Hurricane Isabel, back, I think, you know, around 
2003, that we had IT, you know, T1 phone lines installed that no-
body had turned off. We kept paying the bill, because the bill came 
in, because the acquisition folks got a bill. It was—it looked good. 
They paid it. But the operational folks that had put in that phone 
line or that T1 line had never turned it off. 

That alone saved us millions of dollars which we took $3 million 
to put that back into training for our staff, because we didn’t have 
enough money for our training staffs. 
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So it is looking at not only waste or looking at fraud, but really 
looking at, just how are we running these disasters and making 
sure that, when we close a disaster out, it isn’t just we are done 
physically, we actually recover our property, we actually turn off 
things, we recover cell phones. When we can’t recover the cell 
phones, we turn them off. 

These were things that we were not doing consistently. Just com-
ing in and looking at this, we have already seen—and these are 
millions of dollars—the only unintended consequence was I turned 
off my deputy administrator’s cell phone twice, but it is working 
again. 

But in some cases, we actually got to the point where nobody 
would take ownership of a certain IT infrastructure, so we just 
turned it off. Surprisingly, nobody claimed it, and it was being paid 
for year after year after year because nobody questioned it. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. So, Mr. Fugate, I think I recall reading some-
where in the maps material that we had that you did have a slight 
increase for management and some of the things that needs to be 
done. Would you be willing to consider looking at a possible audit 
or some sort of evaluation similar to what you are doing with the 
disasters, with some of your contractors? 

DHS, that Department as a whole, I think, has the largest 
amount of contractors of anyone besides the Defense Department 
and would venture to say that we could probably save about $200 
million for fire grants if we did some of those basic things. 

Mr. FUGATE. I understand that there are legitimate cases to be 
made for using contractors to do work that is not inherent in Gov-
ernment, but I also look at my organization and I see much work 
being done by contractors that I have to ask the question, is there 
not a conflict of interest, particularly in areas like acquisition? 

So in this request, we have requested converting contracting po-
sitions into full-time equivalents for FEMA based upon the current 
allocation of funding. So we would welcome a look at this. It is one 
that I have found myself wrestling with, as what is the right bal-
ance of contract support versus what should be inherently done in 
Government? 

I don’t start off with a premise that all contracts or all contrac-
tors are inherently not good, but I do want to make sure that, as 
we as Government officials have not contracted out our responsibil-
ities, that merely those things that the private sector can provide 
better, cheaper, and with less start-up time than necessarily would 
be invested by Government and staff doing it. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Rogers. Okay. I have just a couple more, 
and then I believe we had requested time from 2:00 to 3:30, so we 
are doing pretty good. 

I wanted to talk a little bit about American Samoa. As you know, 
I had an opportunity to go there. Recently last week, the inspector 
general came out with a report that showed that there was a $3.9 
million award to partnership for temporary housing, PATH, to 
build as many as eight homes. In a meeting I just had prior to this 
one, I was told it was eight homes with seven something under con-
struction. 

Either math, that gives you spending either $487,000 per home 
or $260,000 per home, which I think any American, particularly 
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across the United States, would say that that is an abuse. Can you 
discuss PATH’s experience in building single-family homes and 
why we could not find a suitable—more appropriate contractor? 
Prior to awarding the contract, what type of due diligence did 
FEMA perform to determine exactly what it would cost to rebuild 
homes in American Samoa? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, based upon the original tsunami and esti-
mates on the island that it would be about 150 homes that would 
need rebuilding or replacement versus repair, we looked at what 
existing contracts we had that could provide those services. The 
Federal coordinating officer based upon that, supported by the 
FEMA headquarters, issued a contract up to, but not to exceed— 
nor was it the intention that those $3.9 million would be used to 
construct the pilot houses—to see what it was going to take. 

That number for total number of homes being built now has 
dropped down to 50. Based upon that, and the IG’s report, I asked 
my deputy administrator, Rick Serino, to go to American Samoa 
last week, look at what was going on, talk with the Governor and 
the staff, and seek other recommendations, which include at this 
point, do we continue with this contract? Or because there are 
fewer homes that require rebuilding, will there be an opportunity 
to do one or two home contracts with some of the companies that 
are on American Samoa and re-bid the contract based upon the re-
duced scope of work? 

So we are looking at this. Those numbers are very large. It is a 
project that we are investing ourselves in to make sure we have a 
way forward. 

But the initial goal was, how could we get homes built on Amer-
ican Samoa when we looked at approximately 150 homes? What ex-
isting tools did we have at that time? 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, with all due respect, Mr. Fugate, when 
you release an award that says up to $3.9 million for approxi-
mately eight homes, that allows that contractor the discretion to 
spend $3.9 million for eight homes. As I said, I don’t think you will 
find too many people in the American public who would agree that 
that was an appropriate allocation. 

If you were talking about $3.9 million for 150 homes, that might 
be a different story. But to specifically say eight homes, $3.9 mil-
lion, whether you say up to, you know, just below, the point is still 
the point. There is no reason why in American Samoa, where you 
also had an agreement where you gave people $30,000 in replace-
ment of building a home, that you would suggest to me that you 
would need anywhere between $200,000 and $400,000 for a home. 

So let’s just suffice to say, I have a very serious concern with 
this. I look forward to working with you and other Members of the 
committee on this issue, but I think it is quite serious, and I think 
it is an example of my first question. What are we doing regarding 
waste, fraud, and abuse? Because this is a very real point. 

My second one, regarding American Samoa, what is FEMA doing 
to help American Samoa and other Pacific islands to build and 
maintain a robust alert warning system? 

Mr. FUGATE. The tsunami occurred—and the question I asked 
was, what was the existing warning system? There had been plans 
done, but nothing implemented. The National Weather Service has 
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a program I thought that would be a good project to utilize in 
American Samoa—called tsunami-ready communities, which is a 
combination of the ability to warn the public, but as well as that 
the public information to support steps to take, signage, and public 
information. 

So using that—it is not a certification program. But it is some-
thing the Weather Service created to help communities build good 
plans. So we have been working with the Governor of Samoa and 
the homeland security adviser there to build a program that would 
be recognized as tsunami-ready for the American Samoa island. 

That is a project we do in conjunction with the Weather Service, 
and that is something we set out after the tsunami to reach that 
goal. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. So is it plans for them to get ready? Or is it 
an actual alert warning system? 

Mr. FUGATE. It is a combination of, you have to have a warning 
system. You have to have education. You have to have the ability 
to receive those warnings and communicate those to the public. 
There has to be public information to support that designation, so 
these are all the things we are working with the island to build 
that capability. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Who is going to pay for it? 
Mr. FUGATE. We are utilizing FEMA grant dollars and working 

with the Governor, because they will also receive hazard mitigation 
dollars, some of which can be used for this warning system to im-
plement this on the island. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Okay, last question, and then I will submit the 
rest for the record. 

I am going to say something that is pretty alarming for me to 
say, but I think you need to hear, because it is not just unique to 
my situation. I think it is unique to many people. 

One of the things I would like to work with you on is continuity 
of Government. I can honestly tell you that, in my 6 years of being 
a city council member in a community of the largest ports in the 
Nation, Alameda Corridor, airports and so on, a member of the 
State legislature, and now a Member of Congress, no one has ever 
told me, if something happens, what is it that is my responsibility 
to do? 

So what I would say to you is, I would like to work with you to 
better understand, what are we doing with continuity of Govern-
ment? How can we make sure that that situation is changed? 

Because if I can tell you that as a Member, now Subcommittee 
Chairwoman of Emergency Communications and Preparedness and 
Response, that is an alarming fact. I think if you were to ask a 
whole lot of other people, they would say the same thing. 

So I don’t know what we do in that system. We are looking into 
it. But I would seriously like to work with you on that area, be-
cause I don’t think that it is working effectively, and I think situa-
tions like Hurricane Katrina, American Samoa, and so on, we could 
really reduce confusion and maximize our response if the continu-
ation of Government was better in place. 

Which leads me to the American Samoa point. I also—I under-
stand with Hurricane Katrina that with FEMA we needed to estab-
lish a point of contact, someone who could make decisions. But I 
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think we also have to have a very serious discussion of—if there 
are issues relating to that, what are the next steps and what are 
the things available to us? 

So, for example, if a Governor is more concerned about the debt 
that they owe to the United States Government, in terms of accept-
ing various services, that is a problem, because that decision 
shouldn’t be made based upon a prior debt that they have or what 
they think they are going to be able to afford. They should be pro-
viding the services that are necessary for the people that they 
have. 

So I personally witnessed many issues in particular regarding 
continuity of Government that I have found to be quite alarming 
and need your immediate attention. 

Mr. FUGATE. Look forward to working with you on it. The chal-
lenges in American Samoa, as you know, we had pre-existing grant 
issues. It was our intention to not impede our response based upon 
that prior history, but it did provide some challenges, given some 
of the previous disasters and outstanding issues we were faced 
with at the time of the declaration. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. So there should be some thought? I mean, it 
is not like we don’t know who out there already owes us, so there 
probably should be some forethought that, if a disaster happens in 
Louisiana or American Samoa or wherever it is, what do we do if 
something happens, they already owe us? The Governor is con-
cerned, ‘‘I can’t even pay what I already owed you.’’ What do we 
do in those situations? 

What happens if the Governor refuses and really something dif-
ferent needs to be done? Who else has the ability to override and 
then make that decision? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, that is a question that we would struggle 
with, as well, because in our system, unless the Governor is not 
performing their functions and protecting the civil rights of their 
citizens, that is a very difficult question as to how the Federal Gov-
ernment would intercede. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. But it needs to be discussed, because it is hap-
pening. 

Okay, Mr. Fugate. I want to thank you for your valuable testi-
mony and the Members for their questions. The Members of this 
subcommittee may have additional questions. I actually do have 
some. But out of respect to you of you arranging and being so kind 
to adjust and come to us again, I am going to submit them for the 
record. 

We would ask that you would respond expeditiously in writing to 
those questions, preferably within 2 weeks. Hearing no further 
business, the hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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A P P E N D I X 

QUESTIONS FROM CHAIRWOMAN LAURA RICHARDSON OF CALIFORNIA FOR W. CRAIG 
FUGATE 

Question 1. The committee would like to understand how you intend to build on 
the successes of your first year and address the challenges still facing FEMA. With 
that in mind, what do you consider to be the agency’s major successes in the first 
year of the Obama administration? 

Answer. FEMA and our intergovernmental partners have undertaken a number 
of initiatives to improve FEMA’s ability to support our citizens and first responders 
to ensure that as a Nation we work together to build, sustain, and improve our ca-
pability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from and mitigate all 
hazards. At the same time, we believe it is critical to remember that FEMA is only 
part of the emergency management team; we are not the entire team, and we must 
build upon the capabilities of our State, local, and private sector partners as well 
as our individuals and communities to meet the Nation’s emergency management 
needs. Following are descriptions of some of the initiatives we have undertaken in 
Administrator Fugate’s first year to address the challenges facing FEMA and its 
partners. 

To better meet the needs of grant applicants and States and to simplify the per-
ceived complexity of the FEMA program guidelines, FEMA recently completed an 
aggressive review of all disaster assistance policies in the Individual Assistance (IA) 
and Public Assistance (PA) Divisions (apart from the normal 3-year cyclical review), 
to ensure we are providing these entities with the most appropriate and effective 
guidance. We also sought to identify policies that may be more restrictive than the 
law and regulations require and to ensure none of the policies maintain this restric-
tiveness or are in conflict with each other. In addition, an effort was made to iden-
tify any current policies that provide procedural information that could be better 
provided in a different form, such as a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP). 

Since January 2010 FEMA has reviewed 84 disaster assistance policies. 
We have also revised the policy-making process itself to increase public involve-

ment and ensure FEMA staff apply guidelines in a consistent fashion. In addition, 
except in emergency situations, all revised Recovery Directorate disaster assistance 
policies are posted in the Federal Register for a 5- to 30-day public comment period. 
The policy development effort includes regular input from the National Advisory 
Council (NAC). 

FEMA has established pilot programs under the Public Assistance program to re-
duce Federal costs of providing assistance to State and local governments, increase 
flexibility in grant administration, and expedite the provision of assistance to States 
and local governments. FEMA was also able to undertake a pilot program under the 
Individual Assistance program that funded repairs to existing multi-family rental 
housing units in order to provide more cost-effective temporary housing to individ-
uals and households affected by a disaster. The lessons learned from these pilots 
are being incorporated into FEMA’s programs in order to improve performance and 
responsiveness in meeting the needs of disaster survivors in the years ahead. 

Another area in which FEMA has moved to improve agency performance is by re-
organizing to support greater program integration and empowering its regional of-
fices to ensure that program resources, responsibility, and authority are moved clos-
er to our partners for more effective program delivery. The regions will be the focal 
point for interaction with our partners while headquarters will be more involved in 
providing guidance and resources to the regions. 

FEMA has also undertaken a number of initiatives that will provide direction for 
our efforts to meet the needs of disaster survivors and support recovery of commu-
nities that have been affected by disasters. These initiatives include the Long Term 
Disaster Recovery Working Group, the National Disaster Recovery Framework 
(NDRF), and the National Disaster Housing Strategy to provide a more robust, effi-
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cient, and cost-effective Federal program to meet the Nation’s disaster recovery 
needs. 

In September 2009, the President charged the Secretaries of DHS and HUD along 
with 20 other Federal departments, agencies, and offices to examine issues associ-
ated with long-term recovery from disasters through the establishment of a Long- 
Term Disaster Recovery Working Group. The Working Group joined an effort start-
ed by FEMA in August 2009, to develop the NDRF to establish a National structure 
for optimally coordinating recovery assistance. 

In keeping with the President’s commitment to transparency and openness in 
Government, the Working Group launched an intense outreach effort to engage Fed-
eral agencies, State, Tribal, and local government leaders, recovery assistance pro-
viders, non-governmental organizations, private sector representatives and inter-
ested citizens from across the Nation in the shaping of the NDRF. This effort in-
cluded: 

• 12 Video Teleconferences (VTCs) in 10 HUD and FEMA Regions; 
• 5 Stakeholder Forums in New Orleans, New York City, Los Angeles, Salt Lake 

City, and Memphis; 
• Discussion Roundtables for professional associations and academic scholars with 

expertise in disaster recovery; and, 
• Establishment of a dedicated website: www.DisasterRecoveryWorkingGroup.gov, 

to allow 24/7 access to learn about the initiative and submit comments. 
This public engagement initiative has helped to inform the development of the 

NDRF. The draft NDRF, which was released for public comment on February 5, 
2010, is designed for all who are or might be involved in disaster recovery, and ad-
dresses the need for improved leadership, a coordinating structure, and pre- and 
post-disaster planning. 

FEMA has also been making use of numerous Web 2.0 tools including Facebook, 
Twitter, and YouTube, to provide the ability to create a social network before an 
incident. FEMA’s strategy centers on cultivating a network of partners and the gen-
eral public through useful preparedness information, agency updates, and mission- 
specific announcements. We have developed, and continue to foster and increase our 
network of fans and followers comprised of emergency management partners, the 
general public and FEMA employees prior to National and local incidents. Through 
daily informational posts, links, videos, and images, we describe the FEMA mission 
and share critical preparedness, response, and recovery information with a broad 
audience. This effort requires a persistent engagement through multiple site admin-
istrators who develop original content, strategically cross-market FEMA.gov initia-
tives and moderate public responses on the sites. There are valuable analytics in-
herent in these platforms. Most notably are the direct responses to content on the 
pages. These responses provide valuable insight into public reception of the message 
and the need for more information in specific areas. 

FEMA has started several technological initiatives focused on support to disaster 
survivors to include the following: 

• A National Shelter System (NSS).—This is a comprehensive web-based, data 
system created to support Government and non-Government agencies respon-
sible for shelter management and operations. FEMA is working with and in 
support of State and local agencies to implement a single Nation-wide shelter 
system for managing information related to shelter facilities, capacity, and pop-
ulation counts. The NSS provides a common system for all levels of government 
and non-governmental agencies to manage shelter facility data and provides a 
standardized tool for establishing baseline shelter data that is vital for com-
prehensive shelter planning and operational support. The information shared in 
the database enables local agencies to better manage all phases of the shelter 
process (planning, alert, stand-by, opening, and closing), which can have a di-
rect effect on the disaster survivor. 

• The National Emergency Family Registry and Locator System (NEFRLS).—This 
is a system that can be accessed through the internet or by phone and can fa-
cilitate the reunification of families following disasters or emergencies. The 
NEFRLS will allow adults who have been displaced from their homes due to 
a Presidentially declared disaster to register their own locations electronically 
via the Internet or by telephone via a toll-free number (1–800–588–9822). Reg-
istration is entirely voluntary. The system will be used during catastrophic dis-
asters or those disasters with large numbers of displaced persons. 

FEMA is also making critical data accessible in the form of data feeds. These data 
feeds are used to inform the public of the status of FEMA’s emergency management 
efforts and provide FEMA management with improved situational awareness. Newly 
developed data feeds include: 
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• Individual Assistance (IA) and Public Assistance (PA) financial information.— 
The amount of IA and PA funds obligated and approved, per disaster, is 
viewable and sharable over the internet in the form of a widget. 

• Disaster Recovery Center information, such as location, is viewable on the inter-
net using a web mapping application. 

• PA total obligated grants and Project Worksheets per applicant for all disasters 
since 1998 (NEMIS) is available on data.gov. 

• PA Project Worksheet grants awarded for all disasters since 1998 (NEMIS) will 
soon be available on data.gov. 

FEMA also participated in an interagency task force responsible for developing 
and delivering a Disaster Assistance Improvement Plan (DAIP) that outlines a co-
ordinated, actionable strategy to implement a consolidated and unified disaster ap-
plication. Our interagency efforts have led to the development of the 
DisasterAssistance.gov website, which consolidates information about disaster as-
sistance from multiple Government agencies in one place, making it easier for dis-
aster survivors to research and apply for disaster assistance. DisasterAssistance.gov 
also provides news, information and resources to help individuals and families pre-
pare for, respond to, and recover from disasters. If access to the internet is not 
available, disaster survivors still have the option to register for assistance by calling 
the Disaster Assistance Call Center at 1–800–621–3362, or 1–800–462–7585 (TTY) 
for people who are deaf, hard of hearing, or have speech disabilities. 

FEMA continues to lead the 17 Federal partner agencies (please see attached list: 
‘‘Disaster Assistance Improvement Plan Partners’’), who are developing the DAIP, 
to expand the capabilities of the DisasterAssistance website, improve user interface, 
and add new forms of assistance to help disaster survivors. An additional 22 forms 
of assistance have been added to DisasterAssistance.gov, for a total of 69 forms of 
assistance now available. Additional forms of assistance accessible at the Federal, 
Tribal, State, regional, and local levels, as well as from private nonprofit organiza-
tions will be added to the portal in the coming months. 

In collaboration with FEMA’s Web 2.0 team, DAIP developed a 
DisasterAssistance.gov widget for deployment to other local and National sites 
hosting disaster information. The widget directs survivors to disaster information 
and the application for assistance. DAIP recruited 47 State library associations to 
promote DisasterAssistance.gov and make informational materials available to dis-
aster survivors across the country. Lastly, DAIP provided the finalized Business Re-
quirements Document to the development contractor to optimize the Individual As-
sistance Registration Intake application process for smartphones. This initiative will 
direct mobile users to a version of DisasterAssistance.gov optimized for smartphones 
and will also provide an option for smartphone users to access the full 
DisasterAssistance.gov site. 

In addition, DAIP received one of five ‘‘Best of NIEM’’ awards for 2009. The award 
was presented by the National Information Exchange Model (NIEM) Program Of-
fice. The awards are given to NIEM implementation projects that ‘‘demonstrate how 
intergovernmental collaboration and innovative technology deliver results that in-
crease government transparency, improve performance, and enable civic engage-
ment.’’ 

DAIP was also recently selected as a finalist for the American Council for Tech-
nology (ACT) Intergovernmental Solutions Awards which recognizes Federal, State, 
and non-profit agencies that ‘‘clearly demonstrate collaboration between two or more 
government agencies, and innovative use of technology to improve citizen service de-
livery.’’ 

Related to the efforts outlined above are the three major strategic initiatives 
FEMA launched last year. The first of these is a workforce development initiative 
creating a new approach to developing the agency’s existing talent into future lead-
ers, recruiting and hiring the best available talent, and strengthening the skill sets 
across the FEMA workforce in support of the agency’s core mission. The next initia-
tive is focused on improving existing catastrophic event preparedness through col-
laboration with partners, establishment of shared preparedness objectives across the 
Federal/State/local continuum, and strengthened efforts to plan for extreme events— 
the ‘‘maximum of maximums’’—including an increased focus on integrating the pub-
lic as a resource and part of the solution for addressing the risks associated with 
large, complex events. Finally, FEMA has launched an effort to create capstone doc-
trine for the agency that will reflect organizational purpose, history, values, and 
guiding principles which will confirm for FEMA employees a common sense of pur-
pose and guidance to govern agency activities. 

FEMA has also initiated efforts to strengthen the Nation’s resilience to disasters 
by fostering an approach to emergency management based on the foundation of 
proactive engagement with neighborhood associations, businesses, schools, faith- 



38 

based community groups, trade groups, fraternal organizations, ethnic centers, and 
other civic-minded organizations that can mobilize their networks to build commu-
nity resilience and support local emergency management needs. 

As to how we will build on the successes we have had so far to address the chal-
lenges of the future, FEMA remains committed to regional empowerment as an 
overarching principle. In order to continue our progress in meeting that challenge, 
we have established five priorities for the years ahead. First, FEMA will continue 
to work to strengthen the Nation’s resilience to disasters by fostering a National ap-
proach to emergency management built upon a foundation of proactive engagements 
with neighborhood associations, businesses, schools, faith-based and trade groups, 
fraternal organizations, ethnic centers, and other civic minded organizations to build 
a community of resilience in support of local emergency management. Second, we 
will build greater unity of effort among the entire emergency management team. 
Third, we will implement a more robust, efficient and cost-effective Federal program 
to work with our State, local, private sector, community, and individual partners to 
meet the needs of citizens/survivors. Fourth, we will work with our partners to ad-
dress our most significant risks. Finally, we will build, sustain, and improve 
FEMA’s mission support and workforce capabilities. 
Attachment.—Disaster Assistance Improvement Plan (DAIP) Partners 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Commerce 
Department of Defense 
Department of Education 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Department of Homeland Security 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Justice 
Department of Labor 
Department of State 
Department of Transportation 
Department of the Treasury 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
Office of Personnel Management 
Small Business Administration 
Social Security Administration 

Question 2. On March 16, 2010 the subcommittee held a hearing to discuss Re-
gional Offices. While we agree that strengthening the Regions is critical, the com-
mittee wants to make sure that with this increase in responsibility comes an in-
crease in resources. 

Does the budget request provide additional staff to the Regions and, if so, how 
many positions? 

If not, how do you intend to ensure the Regions are capable of assuming the new 
responsibilities you have delegated to them? 

Answer. The delegation of new authorities and responsibilities to the Regions will 
not impose additional personnel requirements to the agency as a whole and no addi-
tional personnel were requested in the fiscal year 2011 budget proposal. However, 
some personnel, budget, and mission support resources may need to be re-located 
to where the authorities are executed. At present, the FEMA Regions are leading 
the process to assess the types of positions that may be needed in any given area 
and to develop and propose Regional budgets to implement new and existing au-
thorities in the Regions. FEMA is also in the process of analyzing and identifying 
existing vacancy positions at headquarters to determine what positions may need 
to be transitioned to the Regions. The number of positions to be transferred will de-
pend upon precise requirements, but Deputy Administrator Serino has expressed a 
target goal to transition about 25 percent of the agency’s current vacancies at head-
quarters to the Regions. 

FEMA will commence reallocating vacancies to the Regions once its recommenda-
tions have been approved. While the initial identification of these positions will be 
concluded prior to hurricane season, recruitment and hiring will take longer, and 
depend on various geographic factors. 

Question 3. Of the $1.1 billion requested for the Urban Area Security Initiative 
(UASI) grant, $200 million is set aside to reimburse local governments for security- 
costs resulting from terror-related trials. 

Why was UASI chosen as the set-aside funding source for the terror-related 
trials? 
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Provided FEMA is appropriated the requested funds, will FEMA seek to reallocate 
the funds if the trials do not take place in civilian courts or in large metropolitan 
areas? If so, what account or programs would FEMA seek to reallocate the funding? 

Answer. The Urban Area Security Initiative funding request reflects a set-aside 
to be used in the event a trial was to be held in an urban area. The funding is con-
sistent with Part IV, Section E (page 36) of the fiscal year 2010 Homeland Security 
Grant Program application and guidance kit, which includes language on National 
Special Security Events (NSSEs). Under ‘‘Organizational Activities (SHSP and UASI 
only),’’ it states the following, ‘‘Section 2008 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, 
as amended by the 9/11 Act, includes the following allowable activities: 

• Responding to an increase in the threat level under the Homeland Security Ad-
visory System, or needs resulting from a National Special Security Event; 

• Establishing, enhancing, and staffing State and Major Urban Area fusion cen-
ters; 

• Paying salaries and benefits for personnel to serve as qualified intelligence ana-
lysts.’’ 

In planning for the possibility that trials do not take place in civilian courts or 
in large metropolitan areas, FEMA included ‘‘up to’’ language in its 2011 request. 
This language allows for any of the $200 million not used for additional security 
costs involved in hosting terror-related trials to be included in the general UASI 
program. FEMA would have to request reprogramming authority from Congress to 
move the money from the UASI account to another account in the event the funding 
is not needed for NSSEs. 

Question 4. The Gulf Coast’s long journey back from Hurricane Katrina dem-
onstrates that the Nation needs a strong plan for coordinating community recovery 
efforts that clearly defines leadership roles. The National Disaster Recovery Frame-
work is supposed to be that plan, but the committee is concerned that the draft 
Framework lacks clearly defined roles, responsibilities, and authorities for the Fed-
eral agencies involved, particularly FEMA. 

Why wasn’t the role of FEMA or your position as administrator more clearly de-
fined in the Recovery Framework? 

Do you expect clearer roles and responsibilities to be defined in the final Frame-
work, particularly as it relates to FEMA? 

When do you anticipate the administration completing and publishing the final 
Framework? 

Answer. We will clearly define the roles and responsibilities in the National Dis-
aster Recovery Framework of all key recovery agencies, including FEMA. We antici-
pate publishing the final Framework this summer, but recognize that the extraor-
dinary demands of the Deep Horizon Oil Spill, the Tennessee flooding disaster, and 
other unknown events may alter that timeline. 

QUESTIONS FROM CHAIRMAN BENNIE G. THOMPSON OF MISSISSIPPI FOR W. CRAIG 
FUGATE 

Question 1. The committee remains concerned that the Grants Directorate does 
not have the staff and resources to optimally manage the full suite of DHS grant 
programs. As a result, the Grants Directorate overly relies on contractors to perform 
inherently Governmental functions. 

What steps are you taking to make certain the Grants Directorate can meet its 
mandate to be the one-stop shop for all DHS grant programs? 

Answer. The Grant Programs Directorate (GPD) has worked extensively with the 
Human Capital Division to recruit and hire additional Federal staff and is working 
with the Office of Personnel Management on other hiring efficiencies. Additionally, 
GPD personnel have attended events such as the Presidential Management Fellow 
job fair to attract qualified job seekers to the agency. 

In addition, the following actions have been taken by FEMA and GPD leadership: 
• Concentrated efforts on personnel issues, for both recruitment and retention 

(R&R); 
• Announced 18 vacancies May 7, 2010; 
• Announced remaining vacancies by May 17, 2010; 
• Introducing performance management culture with a focus on developing and 

enhancing supervisory, managerial, and leadership skills at all levels of organi-
zation; 

• After strategically examining resource requirements, GPD will, as warranted, 
in-source current contractor positions as current contracts expire; 

• Have developed short-term staffing plan to address obligation of all fiscal year 
2009 expiring funds; 

• Investigating use of USCG reservists to assist with PSGP; 
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• Utilizing detailees from FEMA Regions; 
• Will solidify Mid/Long-term planning for R&R. 
Question 2. The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) has been conducting 

a multi-year project to re-examine flood zones by creating newer and more detailed 
digital flood maps. While the committee recognizes the importance of these new 
flood maps to help citizens protect their homes and businesses from potential flood-
ing, these more detailed maps have also caused more individuals to be placed in 
flood zones than before. 

What steps is FEMA taking to make sure homeowners are aware of their change 
in flood risk? 

What type of recourse do localities or citizens have to challenge the new flood 
maps? 

Since an increase in flood risk often leads to much higher prices for flood insur-
ance, has there been any thought on how homeowners, including senior citizens on 
fixed incomes and low-income households, could receive some form of help with 
these costs? 

Answer. FEMA conducted an assessment that determined, while some properties 
have been newly identified to be within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) (an 
area having no less than a 1 percent annual chance of flooding in any given year) 
based on newer science, in aggregate, more have been removed. Where FEMA has 
finalized maps, we estimate a net decrease of about 1 percent in the number of 
housing units in the SFHA. 

FEMA is required by law to publish notice of proposed map changes in two places: 
(1) The Federal Register and (2) a Predominant Local Newspaper. FEMA often ex-
ceeds those two legal requirements, particularly when the flood hazards are found 
to be much greater than widely known. In many cases we have additional meetings 
with local communities, ask the State to assist in outreach, contact media, and dis-
tribute press releases, hold public meetings, develop flyers, and more. 

In addition to these efforts, because the Federal Government does not have pri-
vate property information or resources to contact individuals that might be im-
pacted, FEMA also relies on its State and local counterparts to assist in getting the 
word out. 

In regard to what type of recourse do localities or citizens have to challenge the 
new flood maps, because conditions on the ground change over time, anyone can 
challenge a flood map at any time. FEMA has processes to incorporate more current 
or detailed data any time it becomes available. It is important to recognize that 
FEMA makes its maps based on data and science and therefore challenges to them 
need to also be based on data and science. Communities or individual homeowners 
may present this data through the map revision process at any time. 

In terms of a FEMA-initiated restudy for an area, FEMA is required by law to 
provide a 90-day appeal period for any proposed changes to flood elevations. Beyond 
that however, FEMA’s mapping process from start to finish takes 2 to 3 years and 
is very open, transparent, and collaborative. Examples include meetings with local 
officials to kick the study off, where there is opportunity to shape the study before 
it starts, and meetings to present preliminary findings which provide an opportunity 
to challenge the results before the maps become final. 

Importantly, even after a particular map is final it can still be revised. 
FEMA is also engaged in a comprehensive effort to address the concerns of a wide 

array of stakeholders involved in an on-going dialogue about the National Flood In-
surance Program (NFIP). The initiative is a multi-stage process designed to engage 
stakeholders and consider the largest breadth of public policy options. FEMA be-
lieves this important process will ensure the program can efficiently and effectively 
meet the needs of the public. The results of this analysis will inform future decisions 
regarding the NFIP. 

Question 3. According to a recent Inspector General report, an astonishing $16 bil-
lion in unspent monies still remains at FEMA for 744 unclosed disasters. The report 
indicates that delays are largely attributable to a shortage of regional staff and a 
lack of uniform close-out standards and centralized leadership at FEMA. The report 
indicates that FEMA agreed with the IG’s recommendations and established a work-
ing group in November to address the close-out delays. 

Can you please explain what FEMA’s plan is for closing out the disasters and the 
progress the working group has made to date on disaster close-out? 

To what extent does the working group seek input from and involve senior Re-
gional officials? 

Answer. As of April 30, 2010, there were 882 open FEMA-State Agreements 
(FSAs), including Major Disaster (DR), Emergency (EM), and Fire Management As-
sistance (FS/FMA) declarations since 1989. This includes declarations made in the 
current fiscal year. 
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The FEMA administrator launched an initiative in October 2009 to expedite the 
closure of older disasters. The Disaster Closeout Initiative includes disasters (‘‘DRs’’) 
declared in fiscal year 2002 and prior years as well as EM/FS/FMAs declared in fis-
cal year 2007 and prior years. The number of open FSAs under the initiative’s time-
frame was 357 on October 1, 2009, and was 292 as of April 30, 2010 (in other words, 
65 FSAs, or 18 percent of the open FSAs, have been closed to date in fiscal year 
2010). The un-liquidated obligations (ULOs) associated with open disasters is less 
than $500 million, excluding a $2.2 billion ULO associated with an Interagency 
Agreement (IAA) with DOT/FTA to support rebuilding of the lower Manhattan 
transportation infrastructure as a result of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. With that ex-
ception, FEMA plans to liquidate the majority of the remaining ULOs by the end 
of fiscal year 2010. 

The administrator directed the FEMA Chief Financial Officer (CFO) to establish 
a Disaster Closeout Workgroup and designate a senior official to coordinate this ef-
fort. The Disaster Closeout Workgroup has membership from all FEMA Regional Of-
fices and headquarters program and staff offices. The CFO issued guidance in Janu-
ary 2010 to the Regional administrators to conduct a thorough review of the open 
older disasters and provide target dates for closure of their open FSAs to the OCFO 
by April 1, 2010. 

The Regional administrators submitted assessments of their open FSAs and pro-
posed target closure dates (by fiscal year quarter) for each of their open disasters. 
The Regions have targeted the closure of an additional 164 disasters in fiscal year 
2010 resulting in a 64 percent reduction in open older disasters. The remaining 128 
older open disasters will be closed in fiscal year 2011 except for a handful of disas-
ters that have extended Public Assistance and/or Hazard Mitigation permanent 
projects to be completed. The Regions also identified on-going activities holding up 
immediate closeout as well as systemic issues that need to be addressed agency- 
wide. The OCFO, through the Disaster Closeout Workgroup, is assisting the regions 
with closeout activities to deal with issues that are impeding closeout. Improve-
ments to the closeout process as a result of this initiative will be applied to the en-
tire universe of open disasters across FEMA. 

The Regional administrators were given authority in April 2009 to establish and 
fill temporary CORE positions that are performing disaster-related work, including 
closeout activities. Most of the regional offices have utilized this authority to add 
additional closeout staff. 

A collateral goal of the closeout initiative is to identify and de-obligate all ULOs 
associated with the older disasters. To date, the amount of funds de-obligated and 
returned to the Disaster Relief Fund under this initiative in fiscal year 2010 is over 
$350 million. In addition, a dedicated team of Office of Chief Procurement Officer 
and OCFO staff recently de-obligated $443 million associated with 514 open con-
tracts in less than 4 weeks. The CFO also issued a CFO Directive in June 2009 on 
Managing Open Obligations to require quarterly reviews and annual certification of 
open obligations by all HQ and regional offices. The OCFO will continue this focused 
effort to review and de-obligate all invalid obligations. 

QUESTIONS FROM RANKING MEMBER PETER T. KING OF NEW YORK FOR W. CRAIG 
FUGATE 

Question 1. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget request cuts Firefighter As-
sistance Grants by $200 million, or 25 percent from last year. This proposed cut ig-
nores the on-going needs of fire departments around the country and the serious 
budget crises that these departments continue to face. 

Why was the decision made to cut funding for this important program? 
Did FEMA consider the significant need for such funding, as demonstrated by 

over $3 billion in applications in a single year, or the strong effectiveness of the pro-
gram as reported by the Office of Management and Budget? 

Did FEMA consider the on-going budget constraints at the local level when deter-
mining an appropriate funding level for the program? 

Answer. The fiscal year 2011 budget request is $20 million higher than last year’s 
request, and is higher than any of the Department’s last five budget requests for 
Firefighter Assistance Grants. In addition, over $850 million has been awarded to 
fire departments but remains unspent. While this unexpended balance is high, it 
should be noted that it does not even include the $810 million appropriated to Fire-
fighter Assistance Grants in fiscal year 2010 that have yet to be awarded. Based 
on these figures, FEMA feels that the $610 million requested for fiscal year 2011 
is appropriate. 

Regardless of the funding level, FEMA continues to address programmatic issues 
identified by stakeholder groups. Of critical importance to our fire service partners, 
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we have significantly expanded eligibility for our fire programs such as the Staffing 
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) grant, making it much easier 
for local departments to put these security dollars to work quickly to bring back 
laid-off firefighters and retain their current forces. Moreover, we changed the 4-year 
term of SAFER grants to 2 years, giving departments much more flexibility in the 
short term; eliminated the $100,000 per position cap, enabling departments to re-
tain veteran firefighters and maximize their funding across their workforce; elimi-
nated the local match; and allowed departments to keep SAFER funding during nor-
mal attrition (previously they had to return the funding). 

Question 2. Most experts agree that if the trial for Khalid Sheik Mohammed is 
held in a highly populated area, it will become a prime target for a terrorist attack. 

Has the FEMA administrator been involved in contingency planning for any ter-
ror trial? 

Answer. As the lead Federal agency for consequence management, FEMA is re-
sponsible for ensuring that the Nation works together at all levels to build, sustain, 
and improve the capability to plan and prepare for, protect against, respond to, re-
cover from, and mitigate the consequences of all hazards disasters. This would in-
clude providing all-hazards planning support and supporting State and local govern-
ments during a terror trial, and if requested, to manage the consequences of a dis-
aster event that overwhelms their capabilities to respond. FEMA also manages a 
network of operations centers and information-sharing capabilities with all levels of 
government around the clock 365 days/year. This capability allows the agency to 
closely interact with and provide internal and external stakeholders a consolidated, 
consistent, and accurate status of responses to on-going incidents and to monitor 
evolving or potential events to be prepared to manage any consequences that may 
ensue. 

Question 3. I am concerned that your budget proposal for the UASI program in-
cludes up to $200 million for terror-trial security. I, along with many other Members 
of Congress, oppose importing terrorists to the United States for trial in civilian 
courts. Beyond the funding request for terror trials, the budget proposal includes a 
minimal increase for UASI of only $13 million. 

What is your justification for including up to $200 million for terror-trial security? 
How did the administration arrive at this figure when it currently does not have 

a plan for such trials? 
Don’t you think that if the administration did not impose civilian trials of terror-

ists on local communities, that cities would be better able to use the $200 million 
in UASI funding to meet their current and specific homeland security needs? 

Answer. The UASI funding request represents a set-aside to be used in the event 
a trial was to be held in an urban area. The funding is consistent with Part IV, 
Section E (page 36) of the fiscal year 2010 Homeland Security Grant Program appli-
cation and guidance kit, which includes language on National Special Security 
Events (NSSEs). Under ‘‘Organizational Activities (SHSP and UASI only),’’ it states 
the following, ‘‘Section 2008 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, as amended by 
the 9/11 Act, includes the following allowable activities: 

• Responding to an increase in the threat level under the Homeland Security Ad-
visory System, or needs resulting from a National Special Security Event; 

• Establishing, enhancing, and staffing State and Major Urban Area fusion cen-
ters; 

• Paying salaries and benefits for personnel to serve as qualified intelligence ana-
lysts. 

In planning for the possibility that trials do not take place in civilian courts or 
in large metropolitan areas, FEMA included ‘‘up to’’ language in its 2011 request. 
This language allows for any of the $200 million not used for additional security 
costs involved in hosting terror-related trials to be included in the general UASI 
program. FEMA would have to request reprogramming authority from Congress to 
move the money from the UASI account to another account in the event the funding 
is not needed for NSSEs. 

Question 4. In preparation for this year’s hurricane season, what type of joint 
planning activities is FEMA conducting with other Department of Homeland Secu-
rity components, such as the U.S. Coast Guard? 

How have these joint activities strengthened FEMA’s overall preparedness and re-
sponse capabilities? 

How can Federal, State, and local governments measure whether they have in-
creased overall preparedness capabilities? 

Answer. The FEMA 2009 Hurricane Concept of Operations document (CONOPS) 
is the interagency disaster response document that will be used to coordinate re-
sponse activities during the upcoming hurricane season. After a review of the events 
of last year’s hurricane season, it was determined that no changes to the existing 
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CONOPS were needed. FEMA recently participated in the Region IV Tri-state Hur-
ricane Exercise in Florida, Georgia, and Alabama in May and is facilitating the fol-
lowing National and regional level hurricane exercises with DHS components and 
interagency partners: the DHS Senior Leader Hurricane Facilitated Discussion; the 
Emergency Support Function Leadership Group (ESFLG) TTX; and the 2010 FEMA 
HQ Hurricane Plan Seminar and Execution Workshop. FEMA’s overall prepared-
ness and response capabilities have been strengthened through interagency and 
intra-agency exercises and planning activities. In addition, preparations such as pre- 
identifying key leadership positions including the Federal Coordinating Officers, the 
Defense Coordinating Officers, the Senior Health Officials, and the State Coordi-
nating Officers; organizing Incident Management Assistance Teams available to de-
ploy to link up with States to initiate the coordination of the Federal response; en-
couraging early decisions to facilitate action on pre-disaster emergency declaration 
requests and evacuation and sheltering; and exercising with other DHS components 
such as the Transportation Security Administration, U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection and the U.S. Coast Guard, and the States have also strengthened overall 
preparedness and response capabilities. 

Additionally, the Office of Infrastructure Protection (IP) within the National Pro-
tection and Programs Directorate (NPPD) works closely with FEMA before and dur-
ing hurricane season. For instance, IP identifies the most critical infrastructure pre- 
and post-landfall to prioritize restoration efforts and identify cascading impacts from 
hurricane-damaged infrastructure. This work includes extensive analysis involving 
National Laboratories, on-the-ground assessments, and geospatial production. IP’s 
Protective Security Advisors serve as Infrastructure Liaisons in the FEMA Joint 
Field Office during incidents, including hurricane strikes. And, IP maintains a per-
manent liaison at FEMA’s headquarters operation center and provides 24/7 coverage 
during hurricane response. 

The National Communications System (NCS), which resides within NPPD’s Office 
of Cyber Security and Communications, has worked with FEMA Regions 4 and 6 
and the regional, State, and local planners to strengthen awareness of communica-
tions planning for restoration and reconstitution of communications critical infra-
structure. FEMA and the NCS partnered to ensure that personnel identified to re-
spond to ESF–2 (Communications) activations were appropriately trained and pre-
pared. 

FEMA also coordinates regularly with the NPPD’s Federal Protective Service 
(FPS) to provide disaster facility and force protection after hurricanes and other dis-
asters. FEMA and FPS conduct operational and tactical planning sessions for each 
declared emergency for deployment of FPS law enforcement officers to establish se-
curity at disaster facilities, and to protect disasters relief assets. FEMA has also 
identified an FPS Disaster Liaison Officer through strategic planning sessions con-
ducted to review capabilities and recognize challenges. 

Measuring preparedness is a cyclical and continuous process, and starts with the 
identification and assessment of the entity or jurisdiction’s threats and hazards. 
After that, an entity/jurisdiction must do a few fundamental things as they assess 
their levels of preparedness. 

• Assess the hurricane threat for your community. 
• Assess the existing capabilities to address this threat. 
• Determine the capabilities needed to fully and effectively address the threat. 
• Determine the gaps between existing capabilities and the capabilities needed to 

fully and effectively address the threat. 
• As funding allows, close the gaps. 
• Conduct training and exercise programs, capture results in After Action Reports 

(AAR), and then further refine your capabilities. 
Question 5. I would like to thank FEMA for the critical assistance that was re-

cently approved for Nassau and Suffolk Counties following the devastating 
Nor’easter that hit Long Island in March. 

Can you provide a status update as to what level of assistance will be provided 
under the President’s disaster declaration and how quickly Federal funds will be 
made available? 

Answer. The Presidentially-declared disaster (FEMA–NY–1989) authorized FEMA 
to provide all categories of Public Assistance (PA) in the designated areas. Following 
the Presidential declaration, an Applicants’ Briefing is conducted by a representa-
tive of the State for all potential Applicants for PA grants. This Briefing was held 
on May 7. Upon identifying potential Applicants, the Applicant, FEMA, and the 
State participate in a Kickoff Meeting. This meeting is a project-oriented meeting 
which provides the Applicant with a more detailed review of the PA program and 
focuses on eligibility and documentation requirements. The Kickoff Meeting is the 
starting point of the PA process and is also the marker for key deadlines. Kickoff 
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Meetings have been held in Suffolk County, and the rest of the affected areas of 
New York, throughout the month of May, and most have been completed at this 
time. Following the Kickoff Meeting, the Applicant, FEMA, and the State begin the 
process of identifying and formulating projects. Once formulated projects are ap-
proved, funding can be made via the State (grantee) to the Applicant (sub-grantee) 
for use in completing projects. The availability of funds is directly related to the 
complexity of project submitted. This process is currently underway. FEMA’s regula-
tions indicate that the project completion deadline for emergency work (debris re-
moval and emergency protective measures) is 6 months from the date of the declara-
tion. The project completion deadline for permanent restoration work is 18 months. 
Extensions may be made by the State and by FEMA if necessary based on extenu-
ating circumstances. 

Question 6. It is my understanding that a preliminary audit finding by FEMA re-
lated to the City of Buffalo’s response on the ‘‘October Surprise’’ storm of 2006 may 
lead to the financially-strapped city being forced to repay $3.9 million to the Federal 
Government because your agency determined that the city overspent for the removal 
of storm debris. I am concerned that the methodology used to arrive at this conclu-
sion is faulty because it directly compares the removal costs in an urban environ-
ment to those incurred in the neighboring suburbs. 

Not only are there major complicating factors to performing these tasks in a city, 
but in this case a lower cost was secured by Buffalo’s suburban neighbors by delay-
ing their response by a week. Such a delay was not a feasible option in Western 
New York’s medical, emergency services, and governmental center. 

Therefore, what is your view on whether the most reasonable response to this sit-
uation would be to end this inquiry based on the fact that Federal regulations allow 
for flexibility in awarding grants when ‘‘the public exigency or emergency . . . will 
not permit a delay’’ (44 CFR 13.36(d)(4))? If you disagree, please explain. 

Please also provide the committee with a report on the status of FEMA’s review 
of this situation. 

Answer. The City of Buffalo was audited, and we are awaiting a final report from 
the DHS OIG on this matter before making any decisions. FEMA will provide a re-
port to the committee after the final OIG report is received and reviewed. 

Question 7. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget requests $28 million for the 
Urban Search and Rescue System, which is a $4.5 million cut from last year’s en-
acted level. Some Urban Search and Rescue teams have already suggested that 
their operational costs are even higher than the funding level provided last year. 

We all recognize and appreciate the vital role these teams play, evidenced most 
recently by their important work in Haiti following the devastating earthquake 
there earlier this year. Given these realities, why is the Urban Search and Rescue 
program request lower in fiscal year 2011? 

How many Urban Search and Rescue Teams exist currently? 
Does FEMA have any plans to expand and strengthen Urban Search and Rescue 

with additional resources in the future? 
Answer. The fiscal year 2011 budget request for Urban Search and Rescue 

(US&R) is the same as the fiscal year 2010 budget request. Currently there are 28 
FEMA-sponsored National US&R teams strategically located across the country. Ad-
ditionally, a roughly equal number of State and local-sponsored US&R teams exist 
that may be available to assist the impacted States through the EMAC mechanism. 

As stated in the fiscal year 2009 Report to Congress titled ‘‘Feasibility of Addi-
tional Urban Search and Rescue Task Forces,’’ dated June 30, 2009, based on the 
National Program Office review and analysis, the current 28 National US&R Task 
Forces are sufficient to provide adequate coverage and capability to respond to the 
search and rescue needs of the Nation. Increasing their number would dilute the 
available funding and impede on-going enhancement efforts. FEMA will continue to 
focus on maintaining and improving the capabilities and functionality of the existing 
Task Forces. 

QUESTIONS FROM HONORABLE WILLIAM L. OWENS OF NEW YORK FOR W. CRAIG 
FUGATE 

Question 1. Northern border communities have historically benefitted from Oper-
ation Stonegarden, and in fiscal year 2009 six counties in my district and the St. 
Regis Mohawk Tribe received funding awards. The President’s budget proposal for 
fiscal year 2011, which requests setting aside $50 million for Operation 
Stonegarden, would restrict eligibility for the grant program to States along the 
Southwest Border. 

I recently sent a letter along with four of my colleagues from the New York dele-
gation to the Homeland Security Appropriations Committee to request that this 
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funding for northern Border States be reinstated. We believe this shift in funding 
fails to recognize the illegal activities along the northern border that present a seri-
ous threat to our National security. New York’s northern border alone has eight 
bridges with points of entry and there have been numerous reports of criminal net-
works using certain tribal lands along New York’s northern border to conduct illegal 
activity, including the smuggling of people, illegal drugs, and political terrorists. 

To that end, I recently introduced legislation with Senator Schumer calling on the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to work with the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to develop a northern border counternarcotics strategy. 

Please explain the agency’s thinking with respect to why these funds are being 
shifted away from northern border communities at a time of such critical need. 

Answer. In determining funding allocations for Operation Stonegarden (OPSG), 
the Department considers all information available regarding eligible communities. 
OPSG was initially established as a separate grant program in fiscal year 2006, and 
targeted only the four southwest border States. While eligibility for OPSG has ex-
panded over the past several years, the emphasis remained along the southwest bor-
der with over 75 percent of the fiscal year 2009 OPSG allocation and 100 percent 
of the fiscal year 2009 supplemental funding for OPSG being awarded to the south-
west border States. 

The southwest border is a dynamic operational environment that represents about 
80 percent of the enforcement activity volume that CBP faces on a year-to-year 
basis. Mexican drug cartel-related violence continues to represent a serious threat 
to the National security of the United States as well as to the U.S. citizens that 
live along our southwest border. As a result, the President’s budget proposal for fis-
cal year 2011 reflects a renewed emphasis on enhancing border security efforts 
along the southwest border. However, other sources of funding, such as the State 
Homeland Security Program (SHSP), remain available to all States to support bor-
der security-related efforts. 
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